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ABSTRACT 



The attitudes of State legislative education 



committee chairmen concerning possible changes in the financing and 
governance of education were surveyed. The chairmen provided comments 
on the deficiencies in federal. State, and local revenue sources; 
discussed problems of governance; gave their opinions on educational 
innovations and program management; and expressed their attitudes 
toward nonpublic schools. The report presents statistical data on the 
responses to individual guestions in the survey, and concludes that 
the committee chairmen favor substantial changes in elementary and 
secondary school finance. They support (1) increased State financing 
of education to equalize tax burdens among localities, (2) greater 
reliance on income taxation with consequent local property tax 
relief, (3) reformation of local property tax assessment procedures, 
(4) increased federal assistance in the form of general aid to 
education, and (b) increased spending on education research and 
development. Most chairmen react unfavorably to public aid to 
nonpublic schools. (For related document, see ED 058 473.) 

(Author/JF) 
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PREFACE 



Between the middle of July and the end of September, 1971, the 
chairmen of the education committees In State legislatures were nter- 
vlewed on behalf of the President's Commission on School Finance In 
order to determine the attitudes of this Influential and knowledg 
able population towards problems and possible changes In the finance 
and governance of elementary and secondary schools. 

The interviewing was conducted by highly 
In the employ of Educational Testing Service, under contract to the 

Commission. It followed an Interview guide, 

the Commission's staff and refined with the advice ETS. 

vlded technical and professional assistance xn 

vey. The Interview guide was tested In late -June t r 8 

vlLs with four legislative appropriations committee chairmen. 

Respondents were Interviewed separately by ETS f 

a place convenient to the respondent, according to appointments ar 

rdngGd by th6 Commission staff* 

The cooperation and aselatance of the education coanalttee chair- 
/Mif-ot-anrH nc^ The IntervlBws requlrad from ons and one hal 

rt:rLu ro?1«Llve'dS“aelon, cf?en at tl^a when leglalatures 
^erratlll In aeeelon grappling with mny other 
The Comnlaslon staff Is most grateful to them for their willing 

timely participation* 

From the viewpoint of Commission staff,* relations with Educational 
TestlnHervLe were excellent and Its assistance absolutely essential. 

F Reid Creech led the ETS team on this project. He contributed grea y 
to tht de^elopm^t of the Interview guide and analysis of the data and 
le was ^enjoyable co-worker throughout the project. The content of 
tL Tinh report, however. Is the responsibility of the writer. It is 
sincerely hoped that the State education committee chairmen s views 
hav^been prLented fairly and accurately in this report. 



James C. Falcon 
Research Associate 
President's Commission on 
School Finance 
January 3, 1972 



SURVEY PROCEDURE 



Timing . This project was Initiated on April 27, 1971 and the 
tabulation of survey results was delivered by the contractor on 
October 1. The field work for this study was conducted during the 
period July 18 to September 21, 1971. A complete time schedule of 
Important dates during the project Is contained In Appendix A to 

this report. 

The Population . The respondents In this survey were the, chair- 
men of State legislature committees with responsibility for education, 
matters. Because of diversity among the States In matters of school 
district organization, local taxing powers and restrictions thereon, 
and aid distribution formulae, the drawing of a representative sample 
of States was not attempted, and all 50 States were Included In the 
population. Given Nebraska's unicameral legislature, there was a 
maximum of 99 respondents. Within the time available, 97 Interviews 
were completed. Five vacancies In committee chairmanships were dis- 
covered and substitutes were selected by the Commission's Project 
Monitor, generally on the advice of the clerk of the legislative house 
involved. They were committee vice chairmen, ranking majority members, 
or ranking members of joint Interim committees on education, depending 
upon the structure and practices of the particular State Involved. The 
chairmen who were Interviewed are listed In Appendix B. 

The Commission, through ETS, guaranteed to respondents the anonymity 

of their specific answers. 

The Interview Guide . Questions Included In the Interview guide were 
developed Initially by the Commission's staff, re-worked Into more appropriate 

3 



6 






'rniiSm, 



form by ETS' item specialists, evaluated in test interviews with four 
legislative appropriations committee chairmen, and finally revised 
following suggestions made by the interviewing staff during a scheduled 
training session. 

The content of survey questions was selected by Commission staff 
on the basis of the questions posed by the President in the Executive 
order establishing the Commission and also took into account the Issues 
specified in the Commission's plan for implementing the Executive order. 

The interview guide, as used in the field and Including instructions 
to interviewers, is published as Appendix C. 

/ 

Tabulation and Analysis of Results . The results of the Interviews 
were tabulated by ETS according to specifications developed by the* joint 
project team. In addition to a "straight" tabulation of questions aud 
answers in frequency and percentage, a number of cross-tabulations were 
made, comparing the responses on one question with responses to other 
related questions. The results were also tabulated in 44 subsets, which 
divided the population along various lines, e.g . ; respondents representing 
rural areas; respondents from States with high degrees of State financial 
support; respondents who took specified positions on certain kejr questions; 
etc. The subsets are listed in Appendix D, and they were used to Improve 
a: la lysis and round out our perception of respondents' views. 

These tabulations and cross-tabulations of results were the. basis for 
the narrative analyses presented undet the major topical headings in this 
report. A straight tabulation of results, with some limited cross-tabbing, 
is presented under tihe "Statlstldal Data" section of this report. 
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REVENUE SOURCES 



The education committee chairmen see the need for several changes 
in the financing of the schools. They identify deficiencies at all 
levels of government““State j local and Federal. 

State Revenues 

While State revenues are generally not earmarked for education, 
the State taxes that benefit education the most are general sales 
taxes, personal income tax, tax on real property or the transfer 
thereof, and excise taxes on alcohol and tobacco products. No other 
State revenue source was reported as being of substantial Importance 
to education finance. The personal Income tax is not a major source 
of revenue, according to 25 respondents, but 16 of them believe that 
it should be added to their State's revenue program. One-third of 
all respondents (34%) believe that Income tax rates should be increased 
and an equal number (33%) believe that no change is needed. Rate de- 
creases are advocated by only 5%. (Statistical data on pp. 31, 32 ) 

Respondents from States having State-wide property taxes favor 
either no change or a decrease in rate. This is consistent with atti- 
tudes displayed throughout the survey towards property taxation. 

Respondents from States having sales and excise taxes as major 
sources are most favorably inclined toward maintaining existing rates. 

(p. 32 ) 

On the basis of present programs and levels of State support of 
the schools, only 28% of the respondents felt that their State's 
revenue yield was adeqtiate for today. The contrast between predomi- 
nantly rural and predominantly urban States, however, is significant. 



Seventy-eight percent of the respondents from the predominantly urban 
States felt revenue sources to be Inadequate while only 50% of responses 
from mere ‘rural States indicated revenues to be Inadequate. 

In regard to future revenue needs, national responses Indicate that 
25% of all chairmen felt that their State's revenue would be adequate. 
(Data on p. 33 ) 

Over half of the respondents, representing 30 States, report legis- 
lative measures currently in the works which would change some aspect 
of the way those States raise or distribute money to support schools. 

This activity is more prevalent in the more heavily urbanized States 
than in rural States, (p. 34) 

Local Revenues 

Although education is, by definition in State constitutions, a 
State function, the financing of the schools has historically been 
delegated to the local school districts. In the 1970-71 school year, 
local finances accounted for approximately 56% of the total State 
and local revenues for public elementary and secondary schools nation- 
ally. In New Hampshire, 90% of school funds came from localities. 

The local revenues devoted to the finance of the schools are 
closest to the people, from the viewpoint of controllability by the 
electorate. Given their crucial role in school finance, attitudes 
about them could well be expected to affect constituents', and legis- 
lators', views on .school finance, and probably result in some "spillover" 
of attitudes about other aspects of the schools' programs as well. In- 
deed, there is a large body of well-regarded evidence that such is the 
case — that dissatisfaction with local taxation may in part be a cause of 

some dissatisfactions with the schools' performance. 
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Property taxation is nearly universal as a source of local revenue 
for the schools. In most States, it is the onli local revenue source. 

Local non-property tax revenues are directly available to local school 
districts in only a few States. In ten States, local sales taxes help 
support the schools, and local taxes on personal Income and business 
income are available in 4 and 5 States, respectively. Local sales 
taxation is more prevalent in the predominant ly-rural States and the 
local income taxes are utilized more heavily by the predominantly-urban 
States. Local excises (on liquor, tobacco, and automobiles) and licenses 
also help support local school operations in 8 States, with the heaviest 

emphasis in the most-rural, (p. 35) 

«hen asked to evaluate the suitability of local revenue sources in 
their States, a definite majority of the respondents indicated dissatis- 
faction with the current situation. This was most evident in property 
taxes, where a need for local property tax relief was cited by 66% of all 
respondents, (p. 36 ) The unanimity of opinion is here impressive^ esper 
dally since 53% of the respondents cited a need for property tax relief 
without being asked specifically about property taxes; when directly asked, 

an additional 13% felt relief was needed. (p. 36) 

In addition to dissatisfactions with property tax rates, numerous 
respondents (2/3 of them, from 43 States) felt that their State's assess- 
ment procedures were inequitable.!; (p*37 ) Respondents of ten perceived 
these inequities to arise from inadequate selection, training, and super 
vision of assessors, sometimes complicated by lack oL.d^^ pro- 
cedures for 'valuation . (p .38 ) Inequitab ilit^r was slightly more apt to be 

per celved by respondents representing suburban areas than those from urban 



or rural areas (75%, compared to 60% and 66% respectively — p.37), 
and Inequities tended to be more frequently reported by the more 
rural States. (p.37 ) The comments of those respondents who cited 
Inequities often reflected a discrimination against urban property, 
sometimes suggesting that farm properties were more difficult to 
classify and value. Other respondents felt that residential proper- 
ties, wherever located, were discriminated against, (p.38) Thirty- 
five of the 65 respondents who reported inequities indicated that a 
uniform. State-wide property tax might help alleviate the problem. 
(P. 39) 



A few respondents perceive the need for change in existing local 
Income taxes, primarily rate increases, and there' exists some sentiment 
for Increasing the rates of local excises, (p.36) On the other side 
of the coin, 23% of- all respondents believe that localities should tax 
some things that are not now taxed. This opinion centers in the pre- 
domlnantly— urban States and focusses on adding local taxes on personal 
and business income. (p.40) 

Federal Revenues 

Survey respondents were asked to make first and second choices, on 
the matter of Federal aid form only, among categorical programs, a general 
aid program, and the kind of grant consolidation and simplification repre- 
sented by President Nixon’s proposal for "Spec^l Revenue Sharing for 
Education. " The overwhelming first choice was for general aid to education 
(62%) with Special Revenue Sharing for Education receiving half that sup- 
port (31%) . Categorical programs were least preferred, with 7% selecting - 



them as, a first choice and 19% choosingi them second. The chairmen’s 



opinion about categorical programs reflects the criticisms heard 
nationally and generally about this form of grant. (p.41) 

Another of President Nixon’s legislative proposals, for General 
Revenue Sharing with the States and their localities, received the 
strong support of this group. On a national basis, almost three- 
quarters of the survey respondents favor passage, (p.42 ) In 
addition to favoring General Revenue Sharing, the chairmen believe 
that passage would favorably affect school finance in their States. 

In answer to a separate question, 59% reported that "about half" of 
the addltloi^al money accruing to their State would likely be used 
for additional educational crpendl tures , and 22% think that "almoet all" 
of the benefits would be so spent, (p.43 ) The chairmen also strongly 
favor passage of another proposal affecting Che Federal financing of 
welfare programs. Those in favor account for 72% of the respondents, 
with the strongest support coming from the most heavily urbanized States 
and from representatives of urban districts. Here, again, respondents 
believe that enactment of the welfare proposal would favorably affect 
the school finance picture in their States by freeing funds now spent 
on welfare. A majority (53%) believe that about half of the relief would 
be used to help school programs and another 20% believe that almost all 
of the funds would be appUed to education, (pp. 44, 45) 

In tergovernmental Revenue Issues 

Intergovernmental flews of funds have been part of school financing 

ever since States applied their own moneys to the operation of the local 
schools, and the ■ addition of Federal money has compounded the intergovern- 
mental nature of : schbbl finance. A number of survey questions were addressed 






to this aspect of school finance and it is clear that the survey popula- 
tion Is In favor of some changes. 

A majority of the chairmen believe that localities are doing enough 
In the way of raising revenue for the support of the schools. More than 
half (56%) disagreed with the proposition that localities should Increase 
their efforts to raise more revenues and slightly over one-third (37%) 
agreed. Respondents In the most highly urbanized States, as well as those 
representing suburban districts (70% each) were most adamant that local 
funding should not be Increased. The strong belief on the part of respond- 
ents representing suburban districts that local levels of government are 
currently doing enough Is very probably connected with the view of this 
same group that State revenues are not adequate, for present programs, (p.46) 

The current sources of local revenues for the school undoubtedly 
affect the attitudes of respondents on the Issue of local tax effort . 

The property tax Is In general disrepute, but It Is the primary source of 
local financing. Respondents who desire local property tax relief were 
asked: "What Is the alternative for the schools?' The most popular option 

(92%) was for additional State assistance. Additional Federal assistance 
also received strong support (78%). The selection of other local taxes 
In replacement of the property tax was 20%. The fourth option, cutting 
back on educational programs, was regarded as appropriate by 10%. (p.47) 

One Intergovernmental finance Issue that had shaped up as Important 
In the Commission's deliberations at the time this survey was designed 
was related to full, or substantially full. State financing of the local 
schools. After the survey was underway, this Issue was heightened In 
Importance by the California Supreme Court' s preliminary decision In 

, 10 ■■ ■ 



er|c] 



13 









vs. Priest , which cast doubt that equal protection of the laws 
results from State reliance on local taxation to operate schools, and by 
subsequent similar cases in several State and Federal courts. 

For purposes of the questionnaire, "substantially full" State finan- 
cing was defined as 7551 or more coming from State revenue sources. Nation-, 
ally, the respondents favor substantially full State financing 2 to 1. It 
already exists in 6 States and 91% of those respondents favor It. In those 
States that do not have substantially full State financing. 63% favor Che 

idea, (pp* 48 p 49) 

Respondents were asked Co specify the percentages of funds they 
thought should be provided by local. State, and Federal aources. Results 
were consistent with those reported above. On the average, respondents 
believe that Che Federal share of school finance should Increase from Che 
present 7% to 20%. The preferred State share would average 60%. compared 
to the present 41%. and the local share would be decreased to approximately 

20%. (p. 50) 
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DISTRIBUTION OF STATE FUNDS 



The part of the survey dealing with distribution of State funds 
sought the attitudes towards current State patterns and desired changes 
in these patterns. 

Virtually all respondents indicated that the basic pattern of 
aid in their States was related to the number of pupils in each school 
district. Only 4% of all respondents indicated that all school-age 
children, including those enrolled in nonpublic schools, are included 
in State aid programs. Only IX of the respondents reported that cost 
differentials were utilized in providing additional funds for pupils 
from low-income families. (This is not to be construed that only 1% 
of the States are, in fact, providing additional funds for low-income 
pupils . ) 

Increased emphasis in the aid formulae to take into account cost 
differentials for educating children from low-income families would be 
favored by 24%, for educating children with low achievement scores by 
25%, for educating pupils from minority groups by 23%, and for including 
nonpublic pupils by 9%. Five percent believe that the emphasis on dis- 
trict enrollment should be decreased, (p. 51) 

A plurality (41%) of the chairmen believes that their State's aid 
plan treats urban districts, suburban districts, and rural districts 
equally. The second most-numerous view (24%) holds that existing aid plans 
favor rural districts, (p. 52) 

In all but 6 States, full or substantially full State financing would 
represent a significant departure from present aid distribution. In the 



view of the majority of education committee chairmen, this change would 
Improve the equalization of tax effort (77%) and educational opportunity 
(78%) among the local districts. 

The availability of special programs, such as special education, 
programs for educationally disadvantaged, and vocational programs, would 
also be improved according to 86% of respondents . 

The respondents also believe that substantially full State financing 
would more nearly equalize expenditures per pupil, (p. 53) 

In terms of feasibility, a majority of respondents nationally (56%) 
think that substantially full State financing would be very difficult to 
obtain, and another 31% believe that it would be relatively difficult. 
Only a 6% minority reported that such a change would be relatively easy 
to enact. Those who strongly favor the change to full State funding 
are slightly more optimistic about its prospects and respondents from 
the 10 States with the lowest proportion of State finance universally 
report that it would be difficult, (p. 54) 
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A big issue In the Intergovernmental relations of education is the 
question of function of each level of government Involved — which level 
is going to decide which kinds of questions. This becomes particularly 
Important when changes in the source of school funds are suggested and 
is most often embodied in the phrase "local control." 

Respondents were questioned on their conceptl^on of "local control" 
in relation to six areas identified in the survey interview; 

Teacher qualifications (beyond formal certification); 

Hiring and firing of teachers; 

Pupil-teacher ratios; 

Salary schedules; 

Curriculum; 

Facilities. 

Respondents were asked which of these functions had to be determined 
locally. Majority opinion conceived local control to be required in the 
areas; 

Hiring and firing teachers (95%); 

Facilities (71%); 

Salary schedules (59%); 

Curriculum (55%) . 

Local management was^not necessary, in the majority view, with regard 
to pupil-teacher ratios (57% took this position, 38% opted for local con- 
trol). On the issue of teacher qualifications, the respondents split almost 
evenly (48% for local control, 50% disagreeing). (p.55) 

Respondents were asked their views of the impact of full State funding 
on local control and program quality. The following, opinions were expressed: 
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Local Control Quality 
Inhibited A ided 

% % 



Both 



Neither No 

Answer 
% % 



Teacher qualifica- 



tions 


23 


Hiring and firing of 


teachers 


40 


Pupil-teacher ratios 


26 


Salary schedules 


27 


Curriculum 


25 


Selection of princi- 


pals 


30 


Selection of super- 


intendents 


27 



27 


12 


36 


2 


9 


4 


43 


3 


33 


21 


19 


2 


40 


22 


9 


2 


34 


18 


23 


1 



7 3 56 4 

8 2 59 4 (p.56) 



Local control is regarded as educationally desirable by 824 of all re 



spondents and as politically necessary by 72%. The strongest view on the 
educational desirability of local control was held by respondents who repre- 
sent rural districts. The strongest recognition of the political factor 



comes from predominant ly-urban States, (pp. 57, 58) 

Another aspect of educational governance has to do with fiscal depen- 
dence or independence of local school boards for their local tax levies. A 
majority of respondents (52%) report that almost all local districts it? 
their States are independent, while a substantial minority (43%) report 
dependence on a unit of general government. (According to the U.S. Office 
of Education, 90% of all school districts are fiscally independent.) (p. 59) 
Those districts which are granted the independence to levy their own 
taxes generally have some kind of State-imposed check on the power. Ac- 
cording to 70% of the respondents reporting independence, almost all dis- 
tricts are subject to absolute limits on the tax rate that can be levied 
and 61% report automatic referenda on proposed changes in the tax rate. 
Other limitations exist in the form of checks on the percentage of increase 
in rates or of referenda triggered by voter petition, (p. 60) 
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The education committee chairmen were asked their preferences re- 
garding either fiscal Independence, dependence, or reliance upon the 
State for their financing. The strongest position (67%) favored fuller 
State flncncl ;g; 54% favored fiscal Independence; and, 22% favored fis- 
cal dependence oh a local governmental body. (p. 61) 

Respondents favor the election of local board members (89%) rather 
than appointment (7%). (p. 61) 

Respondents were asked their views and opinions, on the establish- 
ment of teachers' salaries and working conditions on the State level. 
State-level establishment of teachers' salaries is opposed by 46% of 
the respondents, while 44% approve. A majority (57%) believe that it 
would be difficult to set up. More think that it would ease the finan- 
cial burden on local districts (44%) than think otherv^lse (38%). (p. 62) 
The comparison of responses in favor of full State funding with 
the responses on State-level establishment of salaries appears to indi- 
cate no consistent body of opinion. The strongest proponents and the 
strongest opponents of full State funding both, favor State-level estab- 
lishment of salary schedules, (p. 62.) 

Opinion is evenly divided (at 41%) on the need for regional or other 
differentials, if salaries were to be established at the State level. All 
who perceive the need for differentials would include differentials in the 
cost of living in their State's regions, and lesser proportions think that 
living conditions, : working conditions, and teacher shortages should also 
be reflected in any State-wide schedules; Antithetically, 43% think that 
State-established schedules should take, into account the willingness of 
local districts to pay. (p; 63) • - 



The respondent population is narrowly in favor of teacher tenure 
(51%), with the greatest support arising in the most urbanized States 
and the representatives of urban districts. Almost half (49%) believe 
that the tenure Issue Is a fit question for the negotiating table, If 
negotiations are used to establish salaries and other working conditions, 
as contrasted to a blanket establishment of tenure by law. The propo- 
nents of teacher tenure hold this view more strongly than the opponents 

of tenure. (pp. 64, 65 ) 

More than three-qxiarters of the respondents (77%) believe that the 
membership of local and State boards of education should reflect the 
ethnic and soclo— economic populations of the State, (p. 66) 

Another persistent governance issue Is that of local school district 
size. As has been true In the past, the problem of districts too large 
to administer effectively is not as widespread as the problem of districts 
that are too small. Respondents who represent the most urban States report 
the greatest incidence of districts too large. The favored remedy is de- 
centralization within current legal districts (64%) rather than formal 
reorganization intio smaller districts (27%). (pp. 67,68) Those reporting districts 
too small (77%) outnumber those reporting districts too large (34%) . As 
a remedy for too-small districts ^ formal reorganization is chosen 2 to 1 

over all other options combined. (pp* 69,70) 

The most influential individual with regard to change in the State's 

school programs is generally considered to be the chief State school officer. He 
was selected by 44 respondents representing 31 States. The Governor, 
selected by 24 representing 20 States, was second. With regard to the most 
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Influential group, the State teachers' association was desl(piated by 
39 respondents, representing 28 States. State legislatures or their 
constituent organs were a distant second (16 respondents, 15 States) 
and State boards of education a close third (13 respondents, 11 States) 
(pp. 71,72 ) 
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EDUC AT lONAL INNOVATIONS AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 



Performance Contracting 

Basic knowledge of this technique, which involves instruction by 
an outside organization guaranteeing results, in pupil- achievement 
terms, with payment geared to the degree of achievement attained, was 
not well-known by the respondents. On the basis of judgments made by 
the interviewers, only 29% of the respondents were knowledgeable about 
performance contracting. All performance contracting questions were 

presented to all respondents, however. 

In the opinion of 69% of the respondents judged knowledgeable, performance 
contracting was seen as increasing student achievement. (p.73 ) On the 
cost side, opinion was more evenly divided: 45% believe that costs would 

increase, 28% think that costs would be lower, and 10% believe that there 
would be no change in costs. When the achievement side and the cost side 
are put together in a cost-effectiveness cross- tabulation, 24% would agree 
with the proponents of performance contracting that achievement would in- 
crease and costs decrease. Slightly more, 26%, hold that achievement 
would Increase, but at greater cost. Achievement decrease-cost Increase 
accounted for only 3%. (p«74 ) 

Because of the cost-effectiveness link in the payment arrangements, 

90% of the respondents judged knowledgeable. believe that performance contracting 
provides a basis for educational accountability, (p. 75) 

Education Vouchers 

Attitudes regarding education voucher plans, whereby money is given to 
pupils' parents for payment for their children's education in schools of 



19 



parents* cliolce, public or nonpublic, were obtained* Several aspects 
of these plans were explored In this survey, with respondents asked to 
assess the beneficial, harmful; or non-effects of voucher plans. This 
series of questions was analyzed In the light of the nonpubllc enroll- 
ments of respondents' States, in recognition of the connection with the 
question of public support of nonpubllc schools. No |)attem of response 
could be discerned In connection with the variations in nonpubllc enroll- 
ments. 

Voucher plans would benefit educational Innovation, according to 
35% of the legislative respondents, while 25% believe that they would be 
harmful. Vouchers would Increase per-student costs. In the view of 46% 
and have no cost Impact according to 25%. Only 7% thought that vouchers 
would decrease costs, (p- 76 ) 

Voucher plans are clearly seen as beneflttlng nonpubllc schools (84%) 
and as harming public schools (61%). The adoption of voucher plans Is 
seen as Increasing racial and ethnic separation In the schools (62%). 

(PP- 77 , 78) 

Use of Achievement Tests 

Educators and testing specialists tend to have divided views on 
standardized achievement testing, depending on which school r, objects are 
under discussion. Apparently the Issues are well-enough known to affect 
legislators' opinions. Pupil achievement tests were generally considered 
to be adequate measures of learning In the skills areas, such as reading 
and mathematics, but not In other subject areas. 

Within the recognized limitations, the chairmen believe that achieve- 
ment testing has Its place In the management of educational programs 




and they are in favor of administering such tests on a State-^rlde 
basis. 

Aside from the issue of scope of testing programs, the respondents 
prefer that results be compared with State or local norms, in prefer- 
ence to the national norms now used, and in preference to nornus based 
on socio-economic 'homogeneity. 

Another variation to current testing programs that is sometimes 
recommended is not to use norms at all, but to compare each individual's 
test score against some objectively defined body of knowledge and skills — 
"criterion-referenced" tests. Almost half (49%/ of the chairmen would 
agree with that proposition, (p.79 ) 

Programs for Disadvantaged Pupils 

The focus of these questions was on the educationally disadvantaged, 
rather than on the physically handicapped or mentally retarded. 

In the view of the respondents, adequate school programs for the dls— 
advantaged require higher expenditures per pupil (91%) , special teaching 
techniques (89%), and the mixture of both disadvantaged and advantaged 
pupils in the same classrooms (63%) . (p.80 ) In addition to those 

responses, respondents mentioned most often the need for specially trained 
and motivated teachers.; (p.81 ) 

Many chairmen see Inhibition to adequate programs for the disadvan- 
taged in their States, arising from a lack of funds (77%) and a shortage 
of qualified personnel (63%). A majority (57%) did not think that such 
programs were held back bjr unfavorable political or social climates, but 
over one-third (38%) did. The state of the pedagogical art is seen as the 
cause of inhibiting programs for the disadvantaged by 46% of the respondents 
(p.82 ) 
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In addition to programs for the disadvantaged, 29% of the respondents 
report that lack of funds, shortages of personnel, political factors, or 
the state of the art is hurting programs affecting bl-llngual education, 
p re— schooling, and special education in their States^ (p»83 ) 

School Age and Attendance Requirements 

Addressing the lower end of the school age spectrum, a significant 
number of respondents (64%) believe that pupil achievement would be en- 
hanced by lowering the age for formal , tax-supported education. Of those respond 
ents, one-third (35%) believe that the age should be lowered to 5 years, 
in essence, the provision of kindergarten. Others would go even lower; 

27% to age 4, 21% to age 3, and 2% down to age 2. (p.84 ) 

At the upper end of the age spectrum, the most common compulsory- 
attendance age was reported to be 16. While a majority (54%) favor no 
change to formal age and grade attendance requirements, more flexible 
and innovative administration is favored. More pragmatic courses in 
high school are favored by 39% and special skills training centers apart 
from high school were selected by 58%. In addition, respondents would 
permit a greater incidence of early graduation from high school by ac- 
celerating course work (62%) and some (18%) would permit students to take 
a year off from high school and then return for pompletion. Easier with- 




drawal (52%) and very easy return (77%) to high school are favored. 



. • ' // 

(pp. 85,86) 




When asked to volunteer suggestions about what to do with high school 
dropouts, more respondents suggested special vocational, trade or technical 
schools (27 responses) than any other approach, (p. 87) 
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Educational Research, und DeygJropntent 

Education spends less on researcli. and developn)ent tftan other 
"Industries'* or fields of endeavor, accoi’dlng to of the. survey 

respondents. There Is little difference In views' By^ degree of urBan-r. 
izatlon of respondent’s State, the type of district represented, or 
whether respondent's State Is In the top ten or B^ottom ten in terms 
of State finance. (p. 88i 

The chairmen are not satisfied with, this sl'tuatl'pn, 81%^^ BellevlTig 
that research and development expenditures should he Increased, hut 
they believe that such, 'increase would be difficult In their States 
(66% difficult, only 12% easy), (pp.89, 90 ) 

Other Program Management Issues 

A modest majority (56%) agree that teachers from an ethnic minority 
are more effective In teaching children of that minority. This view 
was held most strongly In the more urban States and by representatives 
of urban districts, and least strongly by respondents from the predomi-r 
nantly—rur al States and representatives of suburban districts. . Nationally, 
15% reserved judgment on the question and 5% had no opinion, (p. 91 ). 

In the structured portion of a question seeking the definition of 
"accountability," most respondents selected "good student achievement" 
(66) and the second most popular choice was "businesslike management pracT 
tlces" (58). In the open-ended portion of the question, "^audit of accom-; 
pllshments" was suggested more often than any other attribute (10 mentions). 
(p. 92 ) 

An open-ended question sought respondents ' suggestions for Improving 
the efficiency of education. Ninety respondents, representing 48 States, 
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had suggestions. Seven did not. Most suggestions touched on subjects 
covered during the previous questioning. 

The most numerous suggestion for improving effic^'.ency centered 
around the consolidation of small school districts or the provision 
to small districts of support services on a consolidated basis (22 men^ 
tions) . The installation of programmlng-planning-budgetlng systems or 
other accountability techniques and the improvement of evaluation methods 
was second-high (20 mentions) . Review and change in curriculum were also 

f 

perceived as desirable (17 mentions), and improvement. of facilities 
utilization and financial aid distribution rated next (16 mentions 
each) . (p. 93 ) 
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ATTITUDES TOWARDS NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS 



The education committee chairmen were asked their views regarding 
public aid to nonpublic schools. Generally, they are not in favor. A 
majority (58%) disagreed that a school-aged child is entitled to State 
support of his education regardless of the school attended. In addition 
to looking at the national response, analysis of the n.onpubllc school 
aid questions Included review of the responses according to the percentage 
of nonpublic school enrollments in respondent's State, in four classes: 

Under 5%; 5 — 10%; 10—15%; and More than 15%. Only respondents from 
States with more than 15% nonpublic enrollment favored aid to nonpublic 
schools in answer to this question, (p. 94) 

Two-thirds of all respondents believe that parents who wish to 
provide a nonpublic education for their children should not expect the 
taxpayers to contribute, (p. 95) 

Respondents were asked if the issue of public aid to nonpublic 
schools should be decided locally. Only 18% of all respondents selected 
local option. Local option was the most popular in the States with under 
5% nonpublic enrollment, (p. 96) 

In order that possible public aid to nonpublic, schools not contribute 
to racial or ethnic Isolation, one suggested alternative would require open 
enrollment as a condition for public support. The chairmen favor (70%) 
this idea. (p. 97) 

One argument advanced for public aid to nonpublic schools is that if 
the nonpublic schools close because of flnancie\l difficulty, the burden on 
the taxpayers will be greater because the public schools will have to absorb 
these children and therefore it would be better to provide funds 
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directly to nonpublic schools. This argument is not persuasive with 60% 
of all respondents. It i^ persuasive with 61% of the respondents from 
States with more than 15% nonpublic enrollment, (p* 98) 

Finally, a public school-oriented alternative calling for special 
State aid to assist public schools Impacted by the closing of nonpublic 
schools received the approval of 79%. Even respondents representing 
States with the highest nonpublic enrollments favored this approach in a 
majority proportion (61% In favor vs. 39% opposed), (p. 99) 
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OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The opinions of the 97 chairmen of State legislature education 
committees Interviewed In this survey would support substantial 
changes In the way elementary and secondary schools are financed and 
operated. Indeed, by their own assessment, their support for some 
of these changes is greater than the support they sense elsewhere In 
the body politic, rendering the changes difficult. 

In the opinion of this group. State revenues are Inadequate for 
today's programs and levels of support of education, without taking Into 
account changes the chairmen would like to see which would Increase State 
burdens. Nevertheless, this group holds that States should do more, 
principally, raising the level of State financial support to the local 
schools to the 75--100% range. Fuller State finance would Improve the 
equalization of tax burdens among localities and enhance equality of 
educational opportunity, but It would be difficult to achieve. 

States should place greater reliance on Income taxation, adopting 
It In cases where It Is not now used, and raising rates In many States 
that now have Income taxes. Real and personal property taxes are In 
general disfavor with these respondents. Where they are used as State 
taxes, rates should be lowered or held constant. Local property tax 
relief Is needed and should be financed by additional State or Federal 
aid. The chairmen believe that localities should not be called upon to 
raise more revenues, from any source. 

Local property tax assessment procedures are Inequitable and the In- 
equities seem to be more frequently reported ."by iCui»L St.ate8^^•t• jCkmv^ittlng the 
property tax from a local to a State tax would help eliminate the Inequities. 
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Greater Federal assistance is called for, to just under 20% of 
school costs. A program of general aid to education would be the 
preferred form of Increased assistance. The proposed Special 
Revenue Sharing for Education Is favored. The passage of 
General Revenue Sharing and Increased Federal finance of welfare 
programs are generally regarded- as- dtefilr able and are anticipated -to- result 
In substantial additional funding for education In the States. 

Substantially full (75 — 100%) State finance of the local schools 
Is favored and judged to Improve the equalization of educational oppor- 
tunity and tax burdens. It would result In long range quality Improve- 
ments, but would tend to Inhibit local control with respect to some 
aspects of school management that respondents believe Important for local 
control. Other control aspects would be Inhibited, but they were', not 
judged Important for local retention. 

Fiscally Independent local school boards are favored over fiscally 
dependent boards, but the preferred solution Is heavier State finance 
which would reduce local boards' taxing responsibilities. 

It Is not necessary or desirable to lodge the establishment of teachers 
salaries and working conditions at the State level. 

A majority favors teacher tenure, but approves making the Issue 
negotiable along with other working conditions and salaries. 

Local school districts that are too small continue to be a more pre- 
valent problem than districts that are too large. The favored remedy for 
small districts Is formal reorganization Into larger districts. In cases 
where districts are too' large, the most popular solution Is decentraliza- 
tion within present districts, rather than formal reorganization. 



The most influential individual in matters of change in State 




school programs is seen as the chief State school officer in most cases. 
Governors we’.'e cited by the second-largest group of respondents. In 
assessing the Impact of groups on educational change, State teachers-'- 
associations were designated most often» followed by legislatures and 
State boards of education. 

Those respondents judged to be knowledgeable about performance con- 
tracting believe that the technique would Improve Student achievement, raise 
costs, and provide a suitable basis for accountability. 

Educational voucher plans are seen as benefltting educational inno- 
vation and ncnpubllc schools, as raising costs, as harming public schools, 
and as increasing racial and ethnic separation. 

Achievement testing is approved as a valid measure of learning in 
reading and mathematics, but not in other subject areas. Testing programs 
should be conducted on a State-wide basis and are seen as valuable tools 
of school management. 

Programs for disadvantaged pupils are inhibited by practical considera- 
tions, such as lack of funding and shortages of qualified personnel, rather 
than by unfavorable political or social climates. 

The chairmen favor lowering the age for the start of formal, tax-supported 

schooling. A few would take it as low as age 2, but the consensus is centered 

1/ ■ • ■ , 

on A or 5. 

Little change in legal requirements for maximum age or grade attendance 
is favored, but there is definite favor for more flexible and innovative ad- 
ministration, especially in terms of broader based, vocational activities . 
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Too little is spent on educational research and development and 
States should do more In this field. An Increase In expenditures would 
be difficult. 

Suggestions for Improving the efficiency of school programs empha- 
sized the consolidation of small districts and the Installation of 
accountability /evaluation systems. 

The education committee chairmen do not favor public aid to non- 
public schools. Favorable sentiment was highest In the States with 
the highest proportion of nonpubllc school pupils, but the national 
conclusion was unfavorable. 
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STATISTICAL DATA, REVENUE SOURCES 

THE QUESTION; Which of the listed sources of state taxes are now major 
sources of revenue in your state? (#2 on the Guide) 

Which two provide the most benefit to education? (#3) 

' Do you believe that any of the sources marked should 

not be a state tax? (#4) 

Are there other sources of revenue which you believe 
your state should tax that it is not taxing now? (#5) 

Should the riates bn the existing taxes be increased, 
decreased, or should they not be changed? (#6) 

(The answers to this series of questions are presented on the table 
following.) 
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Soft drinks 

General Fund State - can't 
attribute use c>f Revenue to 
Education 



THE QUESTION; 

Based on present programs and levels of support, do you believe your 
state revenue is adequate to meet the needs of elementary and secondary 
education for today? (#1 in the Interviewer Guide; Appendix C) 





Yes 


No 


No 

Opinion 


No 

Answer 


National 


28 


69 


1 


2 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50% Urban 


50 


50 


0 


0 


50—70% Urban 


17 


78 


2 


2 


More than 70% Urban 


30 


68 


0 


2 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural Districts 


27 


69 


2 


2 


Suburban Districts 


22 


78 


0 


0 


Urban Districts* 


25 


73 


0 


2 


Will it be adequate for the 
National 


future? 

25 


65 


6 


4 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50% Urban 


25 


69 


0 


6 


50 — 70% Urban 


15 


73 


10 


2 


More than 70% Urban 


35 


55 


5 


5 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural Districts 


24 


68 


5 


3 


Suburban Districts 


25 


73 


3 


0 


Urban Districts* 


21 


71 


6 


2 



*The total number of respondents, so categorized, equals 1A3 because many of 
the 97 chairmen represent districts that are not exclusively rural, suburban, 

or urban. 
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THE QUESTION: 






Are there any 


legislative measures In 


the;:works In 


your state 


now which 


would affect 


the present state revenue 


system for 


education? 


(#7 in the 


Guide) 


Yes 


No 


Don't 

Know 


No 

Answer 


National 


% 

5T 


% 

32 


% 

2 


% 

10 



Respondents Representing States: 
Less than 50% Urban 
50—70% Urban 
More than 70% Urban 



38 


50 


0 


12 


61 


24 


0 


15 


58 


32 


5 


5 
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THE QUESTION; 

Which of the taxes listed are important sources of local revenue to 
education in your state? (#8) 

National All Respondents from States 







Respondents 


Less than 
50% Urban 


50-70% 

Urban 


More than 
70% Urban 




No. of 
States* 




% 


1 


1 


Personal Income 


5 


8 


6 


2 


15 


Bus ines s / Indus t ry 
Income 


4 


7 


6 


2 


12 


Sales 


10 


17 


25- 


20 


15 


Property; 












Residential Non- 
farm 


47 


96 


100 


95 


95 


Business Property 


46 


95 


100 


95 


92 


Farm Property 


_43 


89 


94 


88 


88 


Other 


8 


21 


31 


22 


15 



^Counts the frequency of responses from chairmen in lover houses. 
Because of the classification of Nebraska's single chairman as a 
lower house member and the exclusion from tabulation of one unuseable 
interview, the total number of respondents is 49, rather than 50. 
Conceivably, the count for each revenue source could be Increased 
by 1. 



THE QUESTIONS: 

Are there sources of local revenue which are now taxed, ones that you 
feel either should not be taxed or should be taxed at a different rate? 
(#9) 

(For respondents who did not mention property tax in answering //9) : 

Your answers to the previous question did not include local property 
tax. Do you feel that local property tax relief is needed in your 
State? (#10) 



From Q. #9 

Local tax rates do not need changing 

Property taxes (all forms coiablned)* 
Rates should be decreased or tax 
eliminated 

Rates should be Increased 
Equitability should be improved 
within current rates 

Other tax rates should be modified ^ 



No. of 
Respondents 



33 



51 

3 

1 

3** 



% 

34 



53 

3 

1 

3 



No opinion, other remarks 




6 



Total 97 100 



From Q. #10 

(Excluding those citing property 
taxes in Q. #9) 

Local property tax relief needed 13*** 13 



* A single mention of any form of property 
tax qualified a respondent to be counted 
imder this category instead of any other 
category. 

** Does not Include respondents who mentioned 
property taxes in addition to other taxes. 

*** Count includes only respondents who did not 
specifically mention property tax in Q. #9. 
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THE QUESTION; 



Do you feel that local property tax assessment procedures are equitable 
throughout your state? (#13) 





Yes 


No 


No 

Opinion 


No 

Answer 




% 


% 


% 


% 


National 


31 


67 


I 


1 


Respondents who believe that local 
property tax relief is needed 


32 


64 


2 


2 


Respondents who do not believe tnat 
local property tax relief is needed 


30 


70 


0 


0 


Respondents representing: 










Rural districts 


32 


66 


2 


0 


Suburban districts 


22 


75 


3 


0 


Urban districts 


38 


60 


0 


2 


Respondents from States: 










Less than 50% Urban 


25 


75 


0 


0 


50—70% Urban 


29 


71 


0 


0 


More than 70% Urban 


35 


60 


2 


2 
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THE QUESTION (Asked of 65 respondents who reported Inequity In response 
to preceding question): 


Can you describe the Inequities? (#14) 






Respondents representing 43 States described 
below. 


the Inequities summarized 




No. of 
Respondents 


1 


Classification of taxpayers hardest hit: 






Farmers 


4 


6 


Professionals 


3 


5 


Businessmen 


4 


6 


Poor people 


3 


5 



I 

i 

i 



Dlscrlmlnatiou against properties located In: 

Urban areas 
Suburban areas 
Rural areas 

Discrimination against residences 12 18 

Various Inequities Impossible to classify, 
arising from Inadequate selection, training 
and supervision of assessors, or due to pro- 
cedural provisions 44 68 



19 31 

5 8 

2 3 




\ 
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THE QUESTION: (Asked of 65 respondents 


reporting inequities): 




Do you believe a uniform state-wide property tax would help cure any 
of the inequities? (#15) 




Yes 

V 


No 

% 


Opinion 

% 


National (65 respondents) 


S4 


42 


4 


Respondents from States: 








Less than 50% Urban 


38 


62 


0 


50—70% Urban 


70 


30 


0 


More than 70% Urban 


42 


46 


12 


Respondents Representing: 








Rural districts 


58 


38 


4 


Suburban districts 


54 


39 


7 


Urban districts 


63 


30 


7 
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THE QUESTION: 

Do you feel there are . sources of local revenue which are not now taxed 
which you feel should be taxed? (//9) 





Yes 


No 


No 










Opinion 


Answer 




1 


1 


% 


% 












National 

Respondents from States: 


23 


66 


1 


10 


Less than 50% Urban 


12 


75 


0 


12 


50—70% Urban 


32 


56 


0 


12 


More than 70% Urban 


18 


72 


2 


8 



What are your suggestions? 

No. of 
Suggestions 



Personal Income tax 7 

Business/Industry Income tax 5 

General sales tax 3 

Severance & related taxes 3 

Payroll/Commuter taxes 2 

Capitation tax 1 

Personal property tax 1 

Excise taxes on specified com- 
modities and services ^ 

Total 33 
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THE QUESTION: 



I. 

( 

L 



i 



\ 




( 



If your State were to receive a predetenatned amount of money from 
the Federal Government and if you could elect which program the 
educational money was to come from, which program would you select? 
(#16) 

If that program could not be used, what would be your second choice? 



Tvoe of Federal assistance 


Order of 


Preference 




(First) 


(Second) 


Special Revenue Sharing for 


31% 


53% 


Education 






Categorical Programs of 


7% 


19% 


national concern and 






emphasis 






General aid to Education 


62% 


21% 
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THE QUESTION: 



General Revenue Sharing Is a Federal legislative proposal currently 
being discussed as potentially favorably affecting State finance. 

In this program Federal funds would be distributed to States ac- 
cording to formula, for State and local use, without Federal re- 
strictions on their use. 



Would you tend to favor or 


oppose 


such a program? 


(#17.1) 

No 


No 




Favor 


Oppose 


Opinion 


Answer 




1 


% 


% 


% 












National 


74 


19 


5 


2 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50% Urban 


62 


38 


0 


0 


50—70% Urban 


76 


15 


7 


2 


More than 70% Urban 


78 


15 


5 


2 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural Districts 


75 


22 


3 


0 


Suburban Districts 


72 


25 


3 


0 


Urban Districts 


67 


25 


6 


2 



THE QUESTION: 



If your State were to receive new revenues from a General Revenue 
Sharing program, what proportion of these new funds would likely 
be used for additional educational expenditures? Would you say, 

"almost all of them," or "about half of them," or "very little of 
them," or "none of them?" (//18.1) 

Same 

Almost About Very No As From 

All Half Little None Opinion State 





% 


% 


1 


% 


1 


% 














National 


22 


59 


15 


0 


3 


1 


1 

Respondents from States: 

i 


1 

Less than 50% Urban 


19 


62 


19 


0 


0 


0 


1 

50—70% Urban 


24 


56 


15 


0 


2 


2 


j More than 70% Urban 


20 


so 


15 


0 


5 


0 


1 Respondents Representing: 

i 


1 

■ Rural Districts 


27 


56 


14 


0 


2 


2 


Suburban Districts 


17 


69 


8 


0 


6 


0 


Urban Districts 


17 


65 


12 


0 


6 


0 




THE QUESTION: 



Another Federal proposal being discussed concerns a Federal Financing 
of Welfare. In this program the State's responsibility for welfare 
activities would be taken over by the Federal Government. This should 
have the effect of releasing State funds now used in welfare for redis- 
tribution by the State into other activities. 



Would you tend to favor or 


oppose 


such a program? (#17.2) 






Favor 


Oppose 


No 




% 


X 


Opinion 

X 










National 


72 


21 


7 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50Z Urban 


44 


38 


19 


50— 70Z Urban 


76 


17 


7 


More than 70% Urban 


80 


18 


2 


Respondents Representing: 
Rur«l Districts 


69 


24 


7 


SubuLban Districts 


78 


19 


3 


Urban Districts 


85 


10 


4 



THE QUESTION: 



If State funds were released as a result of Federal Financing of Welfare, 
what proportion of the newly available money would likely be used for 
additional educational expenditures? Would you say "almost all of it," 
or "about half of it," or "very little of it," or "none of it?" (#18.2) 



Same 





Almost 

All 


About 

Half 


Very 

Little 


None 


No 

Opinion 


As From 
State 




2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 
















National 


20 


53 


22 


3 


2 


1 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 502 Urban 


19 


50 


25 


6 


0 


0 


50—702 Urban 


15 


59 


20 


2 


2 


2 


More than 702 Urban 


25 


48 


22 


2 


2 


0 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural Districts 


24 


53 


17 


3 


2 


2 


Suburban Districts 


22 


50 


17 


6 


6 


0 


Urban Districts 


21 


56 


19 


0 


4 


0 
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THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: "Localities 

should Increase their efforts to raise more revenue." (#12) 





Stronitly Mildly 


No 


Mildly 


Strongly 


No 


% 


Agree 


Agree 


Opinion Disagree Disagree 


Answer 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


national 


16 


a 


3 


T3 


S3 


4 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50Z Urban 


25 


19 


6 


6 


38 


6 


50— 70X Urban 


24 


27 


2 


22 


24 


0 


^Core than 70S Urban 


5 


10 


2 


30 


'.u 


8 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural Districts 


20 


17 


2 


29 


29 


3 


Suburban Districts 


11 


14 


3 


31 


39 


3 


Urban Districts 


17 


25 


0 


25 


29 


4 



46 




THE QUESTION (Asked of the respondents who Indicated need for local 
property tax relief): 

Mow strongly do you agt.ee or disagree that the local property tax relief 
should be financed* • • 





Strongly Mildly 
Agree Aaree 


No Mildly Strongly 

Opinion Disagree Disagree 


No 

Answer 




1 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


...by other local taxes? 


W 


6 


4 


24 


46 


6 


...by additional state 
assistance? 


72 


20 


0 


0 


0 


4 


...by additional Federal 
assistance? 


46 


32 


4 


6 


6 


6 


. . .by cutting back on 
education programs? 


4 


6 


0 


20 


60 


10 



THE QUESTION: 



How strongly do you favor or disfavor the substantially full* State 
financing of education which exists in your State? (Asked of respondents 
in Alabaaa, Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, New Mexico, and North Carolina: 

1!! respondents) (#19.1) 



*Substantially full ■ 75Z**100Z 


12 Respondents 


£ 


Z 


Strongly favor 


7 


58 


Mildly favor 


4 


33 


No opinion 


0 


0 


Mildly disfavor 


0 


0 


Strongly disfavor 


1 


8 


THE QUESTION: 







How strongly would you favor or disfavor the idea of subscantially full... 
that is, 75 to lOOZ... State financing of education in your State? (Asked 
of 85 respondents in 44 States other than those where Q. 19.1 used) (#19.2) 



85 Respondents 

I Z 



Strongly favor 


37 


44 


Mildly favor 


16 


19 


No opinion 


1 


1 


Mildly disfavor 


12 


14 


Strongly disfavor 


17 


20 


No Answer 


2 


2 



/ 



(In coi^ination» the reeponsee of the two groups answering Questions 19.1 
and 19 2 would show opinion regarding full or substantially full State 
finance of education without regard to whether respondents' States now 
had substantially full State financing or not. The cotablned responses 
would be: 





Stronaly Mildly 


So 


Mildly 


Strongly 


No 




Favor 


Favor 


Opinion Disfavor Disfavor Answer 




z 


Z 


Z 


Z 


Z 


Z 








Kational 


45 


21 


1 


12 


19 


2 


Respondents froa States: 


Less than 50Z Urban 


50 


19 


0 


6 


25 


0 1 


50— 70Z Urban 


49 


20 


0 


15 


17 


0 


More than 70Z Urban 


40 


23 


2 


12 


18 


5 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural Districts 


42 


20 


0 


10 


25 


0 


Suburban Districts 


42 


22 


3 


11 


17 


6 1 


Urban Districts 


42 


23 


2 


17 


17 


0 




THE QUESTION: 



The list below shows the percentages of educational funds for your 
State which cone from Federal, State, and local sources, as published 
by the Office of Education for 3969-70. If you had your way, what 
would you rather have the percentages be? (#36) 



i PercentaRe Share by Source 

4 

I 



j 

i 


Local 


State 


Federal 


1969-70 Actual: 








Low 


3.9 


8.5 


3.2 


Average 


52.7 


40.7 


6.6 


High 

i 


87.2 


87.0 


25.7 


1 Preferred: 

1 








1 Low 


4.0 


2.3 


4.0 


f Average 


26.3 


59.6 


18.1 


1 High 


80.0 


99.0 


97.5 




STATISTICAL DATA. DISTRIBUTION OP STATE FUNDS 



THE QUESTION; 

Various States have various target areas and focus their State school 
aid toward one or nore factors. 

On which of the factors listed below is your State focusing its State 
school aid plans? (#23) 

If you have any dissatisfaction with the present focus, which of these 
factors should be increased and which should be decreased? (#24) 



Focus of State School Aid Present Emphasis Emphasis llo No 

Focus Should be Should be Change Answer 

Increased Decreased 





X 


Z 


Z 


Z 


Z 


On school district enroll** 


79 


18 


5 


40 


37 


aents or attendance 

On differences in costs of 
educating pupils: 


from low income families 


1 


24 


1 


15 


60 


with low achievement scores 


0 


25 


4 


13 


58 


from minority groups 


0 


23 


3 


13 


61 


On all pupils, private end/or 


4 


9 


2 


15 


73 


public 


Others factors 


15 


- 


- 




- 



51 




THE QHESTZONt In yotUT opinion does distribution of your state's 
school aid favor.... (#25) 



National 

% 



Urban Districts 15 
Subuiban Districts 7 
Rural Districts 24 
No Opinion 9 
All Treated 

Equally 41 
No Answer 3 



Respondents Representing 



Rural Suburban Urban 

Districts Districts Districts 

1 1 . 1 . 

20 3 12 

7 11 6 

17 19 23 

8 6 6 

44 56 46 

3 6 6 



52 




THE QUESTION (Asked of 12 respondents whose States have substantially 
full State funding): 

Do you think that substantially full State financing of education has 
ioproved the equalization of any of the following factors in your State? 
Has it improved the equalization of... (#20.1) 





Yes 


No 


No 

Opinion 




Z 


1 


X 


...Tax effort? 


65 


28 


7 


. . .Educational oppor- 


85 


15 


0 


tunity? 


. . .Expenditures per 


92 


8 


u 


pupil? 


. . .Availability of 


86 


14 


ei 


special urograms? 



THE QUESTION (Asked of the other 85 respondents): 

Do you think that substantially full State financing of education would 
lioprove the equalization of any of the following factors in your State? 
Would it improve the equalization of... (#20.2) 





Yes 


No 


Ho 


No 


- 


X 


X 


Opinion 

X 


Answer 

X 


...Tax effort? 


80 


16 


4 


0 


...Educational oppor- 


77 


20 


2 


0 


tunity? 


. . . Expenditures per 


81 


14 


4 


1 


pupil? 


...Availability of 


86 


12 


2 


u 


special programs? 



(A cofld>ined look at the responses to Questions 20.1 and 20.2, wiping away 
the distinction between those States which do and do not now provide sub** 
stantlally full State financing of education, reveals the following respon 
dent opinion about the equalizing effects of substantially full State 
finance: 



Substantially full State financing hes or would improve the equalization of*. 



. . .Tax effort. 

. . .Educational opportunity. 
...Expenditures per pupil. 

. . .Availability of special 
programs . 



Yes 


No 


Ho 




Opinion 


Answer 


X 


X 


X 


X 






MM 




77 


18 


4 


1 


78 


20 


2 


0 


82 


13 


3 


1 


86 


12 


2 


0 
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THE QUESTION: (Tlsked of 85 respondents in states which do not have cubstantially 

full state financing.) 



How difficult do yo-i believe it would be to obtain substantially full state financ- 
ing in yotir state? (#21) 



It 

Already Very Relatively No Relatively Very No 

Exists Difficult Difficult Opin ion Easy E asy Answer 

% « % % % % « 



National 1 56 31 1 6 0 



Respondents who strongly 
favor full state 

financing 2 41 30 0 7 0 20 

Respondents who 
strongly disfavor 
full state financ- 
ing 0 67 22 0 0 0 11 



Respondents frois the 
10 states with the 
greatest degree of 

state financing 0 25 20 0 5 

Respondents fxroa the 
10 states with the 
lowest degree of 

state financing 0 74 26 0 0 



54 
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STATISTICAL DATA/ GOVERNANCE 



the QUESTION: Regardless of where the funds come from, how much do you 

agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 



Decisions relating to the factors listed below must be retarned at the 
local level. (#22) 






Strongly Mildly 
Aaree Agree 


No Mildly Strongly 

Opinion Disagree Disagree 


No 

Answer 










% 


% 




Teacher 

quali f ications 


41 


7 


1 


22 


28 


1 


Hiring and firing 
of teachers 


79 


16 


0 


2 


1 


1 


Pupil-to-teacher 

ratios 


24 


14 


2 


31 


26 


3 


Salary schedules 


36 


23 


2 


15 


21 


3 


Curriculum 


24 


31 


2 


24 


18 


2 


Facilities 


45 


26 


4 


15 


6 


3 
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the QUESTION: Now let me return briefly to the question of state financing 

of education. 

It is possible that local control and initiative would be interfered with 
or inhibited by substantially full state funding of education. For which 
of the items listed below would this be true in your state? 

It is also possible that substcintially full state funding of education 
would, in the long run, provide for a high quality of education. Again, 
referring to the items listed below, for your state, which of them would 
be aided by state funding of education? (#26) 



Local Control 


Quality 






No 


Inhibited 


Aided 


Both 


Neither 


Answer 




% 









Teacher qualifications 


23 


27 


12 


36 


2 


Hiring and firing of teahcers 


40 


9 


4 


43 


3 


Pupil-teacher ratios 


26 


33 


21 


19 


2 


Salary schedules 


27 


40 


22 


9 


2 


Curriculum 


25 


34 


18 


23 


1 


Selection of principals 


30 


7 


3 


56 


4 


Selection of superintendents 


27 


8 


2 


59 


4 



In the tcQile below, the opinions of the strongest proponents and the 
strongest opponents of substantially full state finance were compared with 
the national respondent population. The factors selected omitted the two for 
which a clear majority selected "Neither." The percentage of respondents 
selecting "Local Control Inhibited" and "Both" were combined and posted in 
the table as a negative score. The percentage selecting "Quality Aided" and 
■’Both" were combined and included as a positive score. 



National 



Hiring/ 

Teacher Firing Pupil-Teacher Salary 

Qualifications Teachers Ratios Schedules Curriculum 



-35 -44 -47 

+39 +13 +54 



-49 -43 

+62 +52 



44 Respondents who 
strongly favor sub- 



stemtially full state 


-37 


-32 


-43 


financing 


+39 


+13 


+61 


I Respondents who 








strongly disfavor sub- 






-67 


stantially full state 


-50 


-84 


financing 


+45 


+ 6 


+39 






■ 





-46 -37 

+66 +64 



-67 -73 

+45 +39 



the question : To what extent do you agree or disagree that local contr ol 

in yovir state is educationally desirable? (#35) 





Strongly Mildly 
Aaree r^vgree 


No Mildly Strongly 

Opinion Disagree Disagree 






% 




% 




National 


43 


39 


5 


9 


3 


Respondents from States: 












Less than 50% urban 


31 


50 


6 


12 


0 


50-70% urban 


44 


41 


0 


10 


5 


More than 70% urban 


48 


32 


10 


8 


2 


Respondents Representing : 












Rural districts 


46 


41 


3 

} 


10 


0 


Suburban districts 


44 


36 


8 


8 


3 


Urban districts 


33 


44 


8 


10 


4 


44 Respondents who strongly 
favor substantially full 
state financing 


39 


39 


5 


14 


5 


18 Respondents who strongly 
disfavor substantially 
full state financing 


50 


33 


6 


6 


6 



f 

i 

!' 

THE QUESTION : To what extent do you agree or disagree that local control in 

your state is politically necessary? (#35) 





Strongly Mildly 


No 


Mildly 


Strongly 


No 




Agree 


Agree Opinion Disagree 


Disagree 


Answer 
















National 


51 


21 


3 


18 


6 


2 


Respondents from States: 














Less than 50% urban 


38 


25 


6 


25 


0 


6 


50-70% urban 


54 


24 


0 


17 


5 


0 


More than 70% urban 


52 


15 


5 


15 


10 


2 



Respondents representing: 



Rural districts 
Suburban districts 
Urban districts 



44 Respondents who strongly 
I favoir substantially full 

state financing 

; 

i 18 Respondents who strongly 

i disfavor substantially 

I full state financing 




51 


24 


2 


15 


7 


2 


44 


19 


0 


25 


8 


3 


56 


17 


2 


21 


4 


0 



52 


23 


2 


18 


5 


0 


50 


22 


6 


17 


6 


0 



58 




THE QUESTION: The fiscal powers of local school districts vary within 

different states. Will you please tell me approximately how many of the 
school boards in your state: 

(a) independently levy taxes? Would you say "almost all" of 

them, "some" of them, or "none" of them independently 
le\'y taxes? 

(b) about how many depend on a unit of general government 

for levy? 

(c) and how many depend on a special levy authority? (#27) 



Number of Local School Boards 
Almost Some None Don't Know No Answer 
Method of Levy All 

% % % ^ %_ 



Independently levy taxes 

Depend on a unit of • 

general government for 
levy 



52 6 37 1 



4 



43 8 36 1 



11 



Depend on a special levy 
authority 



8 11 59 2 



20 



Respondents reporting that 
"Almost All" or "Some" in 
their States: 



Nationa l 

% 



Respondents from State s 
Less than 50%-70% More than 
50% Urban Urban 70% Urban 
% % % 



Independently levy taxes 58 

Depend on a unit of 

general government for 

levy 51 



50 59 60 



56 49 52 



Depend on a special levy 
authority 



19 



12 15 18 







m 



THE QUESTION: (Asked of the 56 respondents who indicated that "Some" 

or "Almost All" of the local school boards in their States independently 
levy taxes.) Approximately how many school districts have state-imposed 
limitations on the local school tax? (#28) 



Almost 

All Some None 
% % % 



Don't 

Know 

% 



No 

Answer 

% 



Type of Limitation 



Limits on absolute tax rate 


70 


7 


20 


0 


3 


Limits on percentage of 
increase' in tcix rate.. 


39 


4 


48 


2 


7 


Automatic referenda on 
change in tax rate 


61 


4 


32 


0 


4 


Referenda by petition on 
change in tax rate 


12 


4 


75 


7 


2 



V; 
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THE QUESTION: What are your personal feelings about the 

of school boards? How strongly do you agree or disagree that school boards 

should be.... (#29) 

Strongly Mildly No Mildly Strongly No 

Agree Agree O pinion Disagree Disagree Answer 

■% % % % 1 i 



. . f inaricially 
independent 

. . dependent on a 
local unit of 
general gover- 
nance? 

...financed by the 
state 

...elected rather 
than appointed? 



34 



20 1 



16 



25 



10 



33 



82 



12 



34 



19 



53 



16 



A recapitulation of the issue of financial independence or dependence shows; 



National 



Respondents from States; 



Favor Financial 
Independence 

54 



Favor Financial 
Dependence 
1 

22 



Less than 50% urban 


62 


31 


50-70% urban 


\ 56 


20 


More than 70% urban 


58 


22 


jpondents representing: 






Rural districts 


54 


24 


Suburban districts ; 


53 


14 


Urban districts 


50 


19 



. 






457-206 0 - 72 -5 



61 






io^af scLS SaSs, a:ai ?he practice see^s to be gr^ing. It has been suggested 
that teachers' salaries be established on the state level. (# 

National 



(a) 


Would this be desirable to 


Yes 

44 


(b) 


your state? 

Would it be difficult to 


establish teachers' salaries 


57 




at tlie state level? 


(c) 


Would it ease the financial 




burden of education on the 
local districts? 


44 


(d) 


Would equally qualified and 




experienced teachers receive 
equal salaries regardless 
of where they teach? 


41 



Would this be desirable in your state? 
National 

Respondents who strongly favor substan- 
tially full state financing 

Respondents who strongly disfavor sub- 
stantially full state financing 

Would equally qualified and experienced 
teachers receive equal saQ.aries regard- 
less of where they teach? 



No 
46 

57 35 

44 38 

41 41 

44 46 

48 45 

50 44 



No Opinion 
% 



10 



8 



No Answer 
% 



National 



41 



41 



Respondents from States: 
Less than 50% \irban 

50-70% urban 
More than 70% urban 



38 38 

44 39 

40 45 



12 

7. 

8 



12 

10 

8 



Respondents Representing; 
Rural districts 
Suburban districts 
Urban districts 



51 32 

28 50 

29 54 






8 

8 

10 



8 

14 

6 



THE QUESTION: (Asked of 40 respondents who answered "No" to 

Question 30 d.) 



Your negative answer suggests that your state would need 
differe^ials in teachers' salary schedules rn order to re^g- 
nize differences in the various districts in f 

are the important differences that would have to be recognized 

in your state? (#31) 



I 



Cost of living 

Working conditions 

Living conditions 

Districts with 

teacher shortages 

Differences in 
willingness of 
local districts 
to pay 

Other factors (16 
responses) 



100 % 

75% 

75% 

50% 



43% 

40% 





63 





I 

I 



THE QUESTION: In the main, do you tend to be favorably or unfavorably 

disposed towards teacher tenure? (#33) 








Favorable 

1. 


Unfavorable 


Answer 


National 


51 


46 


3 


Respondents from States: 








Less than 50% urban 


50 


44 


6 


50-70% urban 


44 


56 


0 


More than 70% urban 


58 


38 


5 



Respondents Representing: 



Rural districts 


49 


49 


2 


Suburban districts 


48 


50 


3 


Urban districts 


50' 


46 


4 




THE QUESTION: If negotiations are used to establish salaries and 

working conditions, should they also include the issue of teacher 
tenure? (#34) 





Yes 


No 


No 

Opinion 


No 

Answer 






















National 


49 


39 


6 


5 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50% urban 


50 


31 


12 


6 


50-70% urban 


61 


37 


0 


2 


More than 70% urban 


38 


45 


10 


8 


Respondents Representing: 
Rural districts 


51 


41 


3 


5 


Suburban districts 


44 


42 


6 


8 


Urban districts ' 


52 


33 


12 


2 


Respondents in favor of 


teacher tenure 


59 


31 


2 


8 


Respondents opposed to 


teacher tenure 


40 


51 


7 


2 



THE QUESTION: How much do you agree or disagree that both local and state 

boards of education should reflect the ethnic and socio-economic popula- 
tions in your state? (#37) 





Strongly Mildly 


No 


Mildly 


Strongly 


No 




Agree 


Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree 


Answer 








% 




% 


















National 


43 


34 


2 


11 


7 


2 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50% urban 


44 


25 


6 


12 


6 


6 


1 50-70% urban 


49 


37 


2 


5 


5 


2 


j More than 70% \arban 


38 


35 


0 


18 


10 


0 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural districts 


49 


32 


0 


8 


7 


3 


Suburban districts 


33 


42 


3 


14 


6 


3 


Urban districts 


40 


31 


2 


17 


8 


2 



1 

I 










THE QUESTION! Districts within the states vary by size. Some find 
the districts in tlie state too large or too small for differen^ 
reasons. (#38) 



Do you feel that your state contains some districts that are so 
large that administration of school districts is difficult or 
impossible? 





Yes 


!!?- 


No 

Opinion 








% 










National 


34 


63 


3 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50% urban 


6 


88 


6 


50-70% urban 


37 


63 


0 


More than 70% urban 


42 


52 


5 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural districts 


37 


59 


3 


Suburban districts 


31 


64 


6 


urban districts 


35 


60 


4 




THE QUESTION : (Asked of 33 respondents who believe that their states 

contain districts so large as to make administration difficult.) 



Which of the following do you feel is the best way to improve, the situa- 
tion? 



Reorganize Decentralize 
into Smaller within Legal 
Districts Districts 

% % 



Other 

Solutions 

% 



National 


27 


64 


9 


Respondents from States: 


Less than 50% urban 


(no remedy offered by the 1 
in this group) 


respondent 


50-70% urban 


33 


60 


7 


More than 70% urban 


22 


67 


1 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural districts 


43 


57 


0 


Suburban districts 


40 


50 


10 


Urban districts 


24 


65 


12 






o 




,'iV» 



















i 



the QUESTION: Do you feel that your state contains some districts 

that are too small to operate effectively? (#39) 



No No 





Yes 


No 


Opinion 


Answer 




% 




1 ' 




National 


77 


18 


5 


1 


Respondents from States; 


Less than 50% urban 


75 


12 


12 


0 


50-70% urban 


85 


10 


5 


0 


More than 70% urban 


68 


28 


2 


2 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural districts 


81 


12 


7 


0 


Suburban districts 


81 


17 


0 


3 


Urban districts 


81 


15 


4 


0 



i 

c 

5 

r, 



I 

o 
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THE QUESTION: (Asked of 74 respondents who believe that their 

states contain some districts too small for effective operation.) 



VThich of the following do you feel would be the best way to 
improve the situation? (#39) 



Reorganize into larger 



districts 67 

Heavy state finance 8 

Multi-district support 

services 18 

State-provided support 

services 8 



Analysis : 



Reorganize into Other 

Larger Districts Options 

% % 



National 



67 



33 



O 

ERIC 




Respondents from States : 


Less than 50% urban 


50 


50 


50-70% urban 


69 


31 


More than 70% urban 


59 


41 


Respondents Representing : 


Rural districts 


60 


40 


Suburban districts 


69 


31 


Urban districts 


72 


28 



IQ 



THE QUESTION: Who do you feel is the most influential individual with regard to 

change in your state's school programs right now? (#40) 



Chief State 

Governor School Officer Legislator Other* 



Number of Respondents (98) 24 44 

Representing # of States 20 31 





No Opinion/ 
No Answer 

7 

7 



I 



THE QUESTION: What group do you Ceel is the most influential 

with regard to change in your state's school programs right now? 
(#41) 



No. and % of No. 

Respondents of States 



I 



I 

I 

I 

1 



State Teachers 

Association 39 

State School Boards 

Association 'o 

Superintendent' s 

Association 3 



State Legislature G 
Organs Thereof 

State Board of 
Education 

State Department 
of Education 



16 


15 


13 


11 


4 


4 



State PTA 



3 



3 



Other Lay and 

Interest Groups 5 



5 



Other 5 

No Opinion/ 

No Answer 4 

98 
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STATISTICAL DATA. EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 



Perforii^hce Cbhtradfclftg 

(Interviewers probed for Respondents' understanding of Performance 
Contracting through the use of such questions as: Have you worked 

with Performance Contracting?" "Have you had much exposure to Per- 
formance Contracting?" "What kind of luck has your State had with 
Performance Contracting?" 

On the basis of the answers, Interviewers assessed the toowledge- 
ability of respondents on Performance Contracting as follovrs: 

% 



Very knowledgeable 


11 


Somewhat knowledgeable 


18 


Little knowledge 


37 


No knowledge 


21 


No report 


13) 



THE QUESTION: 

In your opinion, what effect do you believe the use of performance con- 
tracting would have on student achievement? (/r42) 

Increases it Decreases it No ^ No 

' Effect Opinion Answer 



% 



% 



% 



% 



National 

Respondents judged 
knowledgeable 



43 

69 



3 

3 



6 

7 



41 

17 



6 

3 



THE QUESTION: 



In your opinion, what effect do you believe the use of performance con 
tracting would have on per-pupil costs? (#42) 





Increases 


Decreases 




No 


No 




Costs 


Costs 


Effect 

7 


Opinion 

V 


Answer 


National 


Vo 

28 


13 


to 

11 


/o 

43 


/o 

4 


Respondents judge 
knowledgeable 


45 


28 


10 


17 


0 



Cross-tabulation of the opinions of respondents judged to be knowledge- 
able of performance contracting shows the following views of the technique's 
educational effectiveness vs- its impact on costs. 



Respondents who believe Effect on student achievement: 

that costs would: 

Increase Decrease No N£ 

Effect Opinion 



% % % % 





— 




MM 




Increase 


26 


3 


3 


0 


Decrease 


24 


0 


3 


0 


Not change 


13 


0 


0 


3 


No opinion 


5 


0 


0 


21 



* , 4 













THE QUESTION: 



I 



In your opinion, do you 
accountability? (#42) 



National 

Respondents judged 
knowledgeable 



think performance contracting provides a basis for 



Yes ^ 



No 

Opinion 



No 

Answer 



62 14 21 3 

90 7 3 0 




Education Vouchers 



THE QUESTION; 

Educational voucher plans are plans by which parents are given public 
funds to spend on their children's education in schools of their choice. 



In your opinion, what effect do you 
have on... (#43) 


believe 


education 


vouchers would 




...educational innovation? 












1 

1 


Beneficial Harmful None 


No No 

Opinion Answer 


National 


% 

35 


% 

25 


% 

15 


% 

23 


% 

2 


Respondents from States 
with nonpublic enrollments: 












i Less than 5% 


17 


28 


17 


34 


3 


5—10% 


50 


27 


13 


10 


0 


10—15% 


30 


20 


25 


25 


0 


More than 15% 


44 


22 


6 


22 


6 


. . .per-student costs? 


Increase 

Costs 


Decrease 

Costs 


No 

Effect 


No 

Opinion 


No 

Answer , 


National 


% 

46 


% 

7 


% 

25 


% 

20 


% 

2 


Respondents from States 
with nonpublic enrollments: 












Less than 5% 


55 


3 


14 


28 


0 


5—10% 


37 


10 


37 


13 


3 


10—15% 


50 


10 


15 


25 


0 


More than 15% 


44 


6 


33 


11 


6 




^ ♦ 1 

*79 


• 
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nonpublic schools? 



Beneficial H armful Kone ^ 

Ow i nion Answer 



1 

5 



National 


% 

84 


% 

3 


% 

3 


% 

5 


Respondents from States 
with nonpublic enrollments: 










Less than 5% 


79 


3 


0 


10 


5—10% 


93 


3 


3 


0 


10—15% 


85 


5 


0 

y 


5 


More than 15% 


72 


0 


11 


6 


public schools? 












Beneficial Harmful 


None 


No 

Opinion 




1 


% 


% 


1 


National 


19 


61 


12 


7 


Respondents from States 
with nonpublic enrollments: 










Less than 5% 


7 


69 


10 


14 


5—10% ;i 


23 


63 


7 


7 


10—15% 


25 


60 


15 


0 , 


More than 15% 


22 


44 


22 


6 



7 

0 

5 

11 



No 

ll3W( i 

1 



0 

0 

0 



6 



. . . racial and ethnic separation 
in the schools? 





Increase 


Decrease 


No 


No No 




Costs 


Costs 


Effect 


Opinion Answer 


National 

Respondents from States 
with nonpublic enrollments: 


% 

62 


% 

7 


% 

15 


% % 

12 3 


Less than 5% 


69 


3 


10 


17 0 


5--10% 


43 


13 


23 


17 3 


10—15% 


85 


0 


10 


5 0 


More than 15% 


56 


11 


17 


6 11 
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use of Achievement Tests 



THE QUESTION; 

DO you believe that pupil achievement teats are adequate measures of 
learning in reading and mathematics? (#63) 

Yes 56% No 28% No Opinion 11% No Answer 5% 

Do you believe that pupil achievement tests are adequate measures of 
learning in the other subjects? (#63) 

Yes 34% No 47% No Opinion 11% No Answer 7% 



THE QUESTION; 

Do you believe that proper management of educational programs requires 

answered "Ves" to either part of Question 63) 
Yes 92% No 4% No Opinion 4% 

In your opinion, should such tests be administered on a state-wide basis 

or on a school-district basis? „ n a \ 

(Asked of 68 respondents who answered yes to above) 

Statewide basis 72% 

School-district basis 26% 

No response 



THE QUESTION; 

When pupil achievement tests ^ used, do you believe the test results in 
your state should be compared against... 



. . .Nationwide' performance results? 
...Statewide performance results? 
...Local performance results? 

.. .Performance results for the 

applicable socioeconomic group? 



Yes No^ No Opinion No Answer 
72% 19% 3% 6% 

85% 7% 2% 6% 

80% 12% 3% 4% 



58% 27% 



7% 



8 % 



Mould it be prefarcahlc to have the test results In your state compared 
against a defined body of knowledge and skills rather than against test 
performance results? 

Yes 49% No 23% No Opinion 22% No Answer 6% 






A 
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Programs for Disadvantaged Pupils 



THE QUESTIONS; 



Do you feel that adequate school programs for the disadvantaged pupil 
require 



, . .higher expenditures per 
pupil? (#45) 



...special teaching tech- 
niques? (#46) 



. . .both disadvantaged and 
other pupils in the same 
classroom? (#47) 



‘h:-- 



Yes No No No 

Opinion Answer 



% % 



91 6 



89 5 



63 15 



y: 

'I ' 

oo ■ 

M 



% 



18 



% 



■; ‘ 



^SimsSM 






THE QUESTION: 



Apart from the things we 
requirements are for an 

(#48) 



have just mentioned. v?hat do you think the 
adequate program for disadvantaged pupils? 



Suggestions were made by 74 respondents, representing 47 States 



Suggestion 



No. of Times 
Suggestion 
Mentioned 



Specially trained, motivated teachers 
Knovrledge of needs, appropriate curriculum 
Low pupil-teacher ratio/ small classes 
Aviequate Instructional materials /equipment 
Parent education and/or participation 
Health and nutritional services 
Miscellaneous 



24 

17 

14 

11 

10 

7 

33 







i 

i 

; ; 

THE QUESTION: 

Do you think that programs for the disadvantaged are inhibited in your 
state by. . . (#49.) 



Yes 


No 


No Opinion No Answer 


% 


% 


1 1 



. . . a lack of funds ? 


77 


22 


0 


1 


. . . a shortage of qualified 


personnel? 


63 


30 


5 


2 


... unfavorable, political or 
social climates? 


38 


57 


2 


‘3 



THE QUESTION: 

In your opinion, is it the fundamental problem that we do not know how 
to teach the disadvantaged (#50) 

Yes 46% No 49% No Opinion 3% No Answer 1% 







THE QUESTION: 

Conslderlne these factors: Financial limitations, lack of qualified 

S^sonnel social or political climate, and the state of the art in 
teaching, ’do any particular programs come to your mind as being especially 

affected by these things? (#51) 









If "YES." which programs do 7 ;ou feel affected? 

(Although only 28 respondento answered "Yes" above . 39 respondents, repre 
senting 31 States, had specific suggestions.) 



Program 



No. of Times 
Program 
Mentioned 



Bilingual 

Head Start or pre-school 

Other programs for disadvantaged and 
handicapped 

Trade/Vocatlonal/Technlcal 

Reading Improvement 



Miscellaneous 



8 



I 



School Age and Attendcince Requirements 
THE QUESTION: 

In your opinion would pupil achievement and educational effectiveness 
be increased by lowering the age for formal, tax-supported education? 
(#52) 



Yes 64% ^ 35% 

(The 62 respondents answering "Yes" were asked:) 

To what age do you feel it should be lowered? 

Lower to age: 2 2% 

3 21% 

4 27% 

5 35% 

6 2 % 

16 2% 

No Answer 11% 



No Opinion 1% 



•a . 
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THE QUESTION: 

Most states require their pupils to attend school until they reach a 
certain age or a certain grade. 

What is the nature of compulsory attendance in your state? (#53) 



Age 




Grade 




To age 14 


1% 


Thru grade 8 


10% 


15 


1% 


9 


1% 


16 


65% 


10 


3% 


17 


6% 


12 


11% 


18 


20% 


13 


1% 


No Answer 


7% 


No Answer 


73% 



m 
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THE QUESTION: 



M^ny students who are compelled to attend school are dissatisfied with 
compulsory attendance. Suppose your state were to develop a for 

changing or abolishing compulsory attendance. Some program options 
which might be considered are listed below. 

Assuming that the decision is yours, select one option from each part- 
one from Part A, one from Part B, and so on. (Continuation of #53) 



PART A: AGE AND GRADE ATTENDANCE REQUIREMENTS 

Please select one . 

Do not change current age or grade require- 
ments. 

Reduce age and/or grade requirements. 
Eliminate age and/or grade requirements. 

No Answer 



Do not change current time requirements 
for graduation. 

Permit students to graduate early by 
accelerating their coursework. 

Permit students to graduate later by 
allowing them to elect one year off before 
completing high school (sabbatical system) « 
No AnRvar 



% 



54 

30 

13 

3 



PART B: CHANGES IN EDUCATIONAL OFFERINGS 

Please select one. 

Do not change current educational offerings. 11 
Provide large numbers of pragmatic courses 
in high school. 

Provide special skills training centers 
apart from high school. 

No Answer 

PART C; CHANGES IN TIME REQUIRED FOR GRADUATION 
Please select one. 



30 

58 

1 



19 

62 



18 

2 



PART D: CONDITIONS FOR WITHDRAWING FROM SCHOOL 

PRIOR TO GRADUATION 
Please select one * 

Students may withdraw at their request. 
Students may withdraw when a judgment Is 
made that they will not benefit from addi- 
tional schooling. 

Students may withdraw upon special author- 
ization. 

No Answer 



THE QUESTION: 



How difficult or easy would you make it for a student to come back 
to high school if he had withdrawn prior to graduation? (#53) 



Very difficult 0 

Relatively difficult 3% 
No opinion 0 

Relatively easy 18% 

Very easy 77% 

No answer 2% 



THE QUESTION: 

In your program, who would be the responsible authority for allowing 
a pupil to withdraw from school prior to graduation? (#53) 



The pupil 10% 

A teacher 3% 

A group of teachers 16% 

The principal 32% 

The superintendent 21% 

The school board 20% 

A state agency 5% 

The parents 28% 

Other agents and com- 
binations of the 
above 24% 



THE QUESTION: 



What should be done with the students who drop out under your program 
prior to graduation? What is a reasonable approach? (#53) 



Approaches 



No. Mentioning 
Approaches 



Vocational/Trade/Technical schools 27 
Occupational counselling and training 13 
Dropout prevention programs in school 5 
Schools to provide job placement services 5 
Miscellaneous 19 



No good approach 



20 



Educational Research and Development 



THE QUESTION: 



Corapared to other "Industries, 
more, about the same, or less 
velopment? (#54) 


" would you say that 
of Its resources In 


education spends 
research and de- 






More 

1 


About 

the Same Less 
% % 


Opinion 


No 

Answer 

1 


National 

Respondents from States : 


7 


8 


76 


7 


1 


Less than 50% Urban 


6 


12 


75 


6 


0 


50 — 70% Urban 


7 


10 


78 


5 


0 


More than 70% Urban 


8 


5 


75 


10 


2 


Respondents Representing: 












Rural Dlstrlcts- 


7 


8 


76 


8 


0 


Suburban Districts 


11 


8 


72 


6 


3 


Urban Districts 


12 


10 


75 


2 


0 



Respondents Representing 10 States: 

With greatest degree of 

State finance 5 

With lowest degree of 
State finance 



15 75 5 0 

74 16 






5 



5 



0 



THE QUESTION; 



Should educational research 
(#55) 


and development be Increased in your 


state? 




Yes 

1 


No 

1 


Opinion 

1 


Answer 

1 


National 


81 


13 


2 ; 


3 


Respondents from States: 










Less than 50% Ufban 


88 


12 


0 


0 


50—70% Urban 


78 


15 


0 


7 : 


More than 70% Urban 


82 


12 


5 


0 


Respondents Representing: 










Rural Districts 


81 


14 


3 


2 


Suburban Districts 


83 


14 


3 


0 


Urban Districts 


81 


12 


2 


4 


Respondents Representing 10 


States: 








With greatest degree of 
State finance 


85 


15 


0 


0 


With lowest degree of 
State finance 


79 


16 


0 


5 
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THE QUESTION: 



Ho» difficult do you think it would: be ho Inctcasc support of educational 
research and development in your state? 





Difficult 


Easy. 


No 

Opinion 


No 

Answer 

o/ 




1 




1 


A 


National 


66 


12 


7 


14 



Respondents from States: 

Less than 50% Urban 
50—70% Urban 
More than 70% Urban 

Respondents Representing: 

Rural Districts 
Suburban Districts 
Urban Districts 

Respondents Representing 10 States: 

With greatest degree of 
State finance 

With lowest degree of 
State finance 



62 


12 


12 


12 


66 


15 


5 


15 


68 


10 


8 


15 


61 


15 


7 


17 


72 


8 


3 


17 


73 


8 


6 


12 



55 


20 


10 


15 


58 


16 


5 


21 






other Program Management Issues 
THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree that teachers from an ethnic minority are 
more effective in teaching that particular minority's pupils than are teachers 
from the majority group? (#44) 



Strongly Mildly No Mildly Strongly Reserve No 
Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree Judg ment Answ er 

% % % % % % % 



National 


20 


36 


5 


11 


9 


15 


3 


Respondents from States: 
Less than 50% Urban 


12 


31 


19 


6 


19 


12 


0 


50—70% Urban 


17 


41 


5 


7 


2 


22 


5 


More than 70% Urban 


25 


32 


0 


18 


12^ 


10 


2 


Respondents Representing: 


Rural Districts 


15 


36 


2 


10 


15 


19 


3 


Suburban Districts 


11 


36 


11 


11 


11 


17 


3 


Urban Districts 


15 


44 


8 


19 


6 


6 


1 



! 
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THE QUESTION: 



Rapidly rising costs of education, bearing heavily upon the taxpayers, have 
created a demand to know where the education tax dollar goes and what it buys; 
a term has become associated with this demand””accountability””which has several 
current interpretations. 

What does accountability mean to you? (#62) 

(Interviewers probed for not more than two aspects of accountability.) 

Number of respondents 
mentioning 



Businesslike management practices 58 
Good student achievement 66 
Adequate learning opportunities 34 
Faculty sets good example for students* 12 
Well educated and experienced faculty 15 
Active principal and superintendent 12 
Good student behavior 14 
Other (respondents^ suggestions) : 

Establish goals and measurable criteria 5 
Audit of accomplishments 10 
Hold officials responsible to people 6 
Miscellaneous 32 




THE QUESTION; 

In vour state, what ways can you think of to improve the efficiency of educa- 
tion? That is, to provide equal or better education for the same or less 

money? (#66) 

(Interviewers probed for and recorded up to 4 suggestions from each respondent.) 
Answered by 90 respondents, representing 48 States. No answer from 7 respondents 
The suggestions are categorized as follows: 



Suggestion 



No. of times 
suggestion 
mentioned 



Local district consolidation; multi-district support services 
PPBS/accountability systems; improve evaluation techniques 
Review, change curriculum 

Improve facilities utilization; 12-month school 

Increase State or Federal finance; better aid distribution; 
tax reform 

Improve staff utilization; more flexible schools; team teaching; 
differentiated staffing 

Improve teacher training (pre-service and in-service) 

Revise, expand vocational programs 

Teacher evaluation/merit pay/incentive pay; abolish tenure 
Increase research into learning theory and to test innovations 
Increase innovations, use of TV and other technology 
Miscellaneous 



22 

20 

17 

16 

16 

14 

12 

11 

10 

10 

76 
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STATISTICAL DATA, NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS 



THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

"A school-aged child is entitled to state support of his education, 
regardless of the school he attends." (#56) 

Strongly Mildly No Mildly Strongly 
Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree 

w w o/ 

fo /o n fO 

National (Average nonpublic 

10.9%) 21 20 1 14 44 



Respondents from States with 
nonpublic enrollments: 

Less than 5% (15 States, 



29 respondents) 


21 


21 


0 


10 


48 


5—10% (15 States, 
30 respondents) 


20 


13 


3 


20 


43 


10--15% (11 States, 


20 respondents) 


15 


20 


0 


10 


55 


More than 15% (9 States, 
18 respondents) 


28 


28 


0 " 


17 


28 



THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

"Parents who wish to provide a private (nonpublic) school education for 
their children should not expect the taxpayers to contribute." (//57) 

Strongly Mildly No Mildly Strongly 
Agree Agree Opinion Disag ree Disagree 
% % % % 1 



National 


57 


10 


2 


21 


10 


Respondents from States with 
nonpublic enrollments: 












Less than 5% 


62 


17 


0 


21 


0 


5—10% 


67 


0 


3 


20 


10 


10—15% 


60 


10 


0 


15 


15 


More than 15% 


28 


17 


6 


28 


22 



I 







THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 



"Whether or not nonpubllc schools should receive public funds should 
be determined locally." (#58) 

Strongly Mildly No Mildly Strongly 
Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree 

% % 



National 



1 

9 



1 

9 



I 

1 



11 



69 



Respondents from States with 
nonpubllc enrollments: 

Less than 5% 17 10 0 10 

5—10% 0 10 0 7 

10—15% 15 5 5 5 

More than 15% 6 11 0 23 



62 

83 

70 

56 






iR9 






THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement; 



"Open enrollment should be a 
schools." (#59) 


condition for public 


support of 


nonpublic 






Strongly Mildly 


No 


Mildly 


Strongly 






Agree 


Agree 


Opinion Disagree Disagree 


Answer 




i 


i 


1 


i 


1 


1 


National 


60 


10 


9 


5 


3 


2 


Respondents from States 
with nonpublic enrollments: 














Less than 5% 


48 


10 


10 


7 


17 


7 


5—10% 


63 


7 


13 


0 


17 


0 


10—15% 


75 


5 


10 


5 


5 


0 


More than 15% 


56 


22 


0 


11 


11 


0 





THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

"If the nonpubllc schools close dovm because of financial difficulties 
the burden upon the taxpayers will be greater since the public schools 
will have to absorb these children. Therefore, It Is better to provide 



funds directly to 


nonpubllc schools . " 


(#60) 












Strongly 

Agree 

1 


Mildly 

Agree 

% 


No Mildly Strongly 

Opinion Disagree Disagree 
% % % 


No 

Answer 

1 


National 


15 


16 


6 


11 


49 


1 


Respondents from States 
with nonpubllc enrollments: 












Less than 5% 


7 


21 


10 


10 


48 


3 


5—10% 


20 


0 


10 


13 


57 


0 


10—15% 


15 


15 


0 


5 


65 


0 


More than 15% 


22 


39 


0 


17 


22 


0 








THE QUESTION: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 



"Rather than provide funds for nonpublic schools the States should be 
ready Co aaelL any public school faced with sharply tacreascd enroll- 
ments resulting from nonpublic school closings. Urol) 



Strongly Mildly 
Agree Agree 

% % 



No Mildly Strongly 
Opinion Disagree D isagree 
% % 1 



National 


66 


13 


2 


8 


10 


Respondents from States 
with nonpublic enrollments: 












Less than 5% 


79 


7 


3 


10 


0 


5—10% 


60 


20 


0 


13 


7 


10—15% 


75 


10 


5 


0 


10 


More than 15% 


44 


17 


0 


6 


33 
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OPINION SURVEY OF STATE LEGISLATURE EDUCATION_ 


COMMjLTTEE chairmen 




APPENDIX A 






PROJECT TIME SCHEDULE 


Plan 


Actual 


Project established 


— 


4/27/71 


Initial definition of survey content 


4/30 


5/5 


Mail out Request for Proposals 


5/10 


5/10 


Bidders' conference 


5/17 


5/17 


Receive proposals 


5/24 


5/24 


Select contractor 


5/28 


— 


(Original project split into two) 


— 


5/26 


Receive revised proposals 


— 


6/3 


Contract award 


6/4 


6/7 


Initial meeting with contractor and review 
first draft of interview guide 


6/8 


6/10 


Complete revision of guide for test interviews 


6/15 


6/25 


Test interviews 


6/23-25 


6/28 


Evaluate test interviews and revise guide 


6/28-30 


6/29 


Interviewer training 


7/12 & 13 7/12 


(Revise interview guide) 


— 


7/13 -lS 


Commence interview scheduling 


6/30 


7/16 


First interview 


7/14 


7/18 


Complete interview scheduling 


9/3 


9/16 


Last interview 


9/3 


9/21 


Data tabulation and analysis discussions 


7/2-16 


8/26 


Analysis computations complete 


9/17 


9/27 


Presentation of results to Commission staff 


9/27-30 


10/1* 






/ufiiaraa&iisaiii 








Plan ■ 


Actual 


Contract termination 


9/30 


12/31** 


Report summary 


11/1 


10/29 


Oral report to Commission 


11/5 


11/5 



*Delayed by ETS for convenience of Commission staff. 

**Contract termination date revised to allow for consultation by ETS 
during additional analysis and interpretation of data and report 
drafting. 
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OPINION SURVEY OF STATE LEGISIATURE EDUCATION COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN 

APPENDIX B 
LIST OF RESPONDENTS 



Alcibcuna 



Senate 

Don Horne 
Chairman 

Senate Education Committee 
Interviewed July 22 and 23, 1971 

House of Representatives 

Pete Turnham 
Chairman 

House Education Committee 
Interviewed July 22, 1971 



Alaska 

Senate 

Lowell Thomas, Jr. 

Chairman 

Senate Health, Education, and Welfare Committee 
August 12 

House of Representatives 

Genie Chance 
Chairman 

House Committee on Health, Education, and Welfare Committee 
August 12 



Arizona 



Senate 



Fred Koory 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
July 28 

House of Representatives 
Gladys Gardner 

Chairman, House Education Committee 
July 27 

m 



Senate 



Arkcinsas 



Clarence E. Bell 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 9 

House of Representatives 
Ode Maddox 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
August 6 

California 

Senate 



Albert Rodda 

Chairman, State Education Committee 
August 11 

Assembly 

Leroy F. Greene 

Chairman, Assembly Education Committee 
August 9 



Colorado 



Senate 



Chester K. Enstrom 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 5 

House of Representatives 
Jean K. Bain 

Chairman, House Education Committee 
August 4 



Connecticut 



Senate 



Jeunes Murphy 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 16 



Connecticut 

.1 

House of Representatives 

Howard M. Klebanoff 
Chairman 

Education Committee of the General Assembly 
July 26 



Delaware 



Senate 

Everette Hale 

Chairman ; Senate Education Committee 
July 10 

House of Representatives 
Clarice U. Heckert 

Chair man f House Education Committee 
July 19 

Florida 

Senate 



i 

I 

1 




John R. Broxson 
Chairm2m, 

August 4 

House of Representatives 
Terrell T. Sessums 

Chairman ; House Education Committee 
July 30 



Georgia 



Senate 



Terral Starr 

Chairm 2 m, Senate Education Committee 
August 12 

House of Representatives 
Robert H. Farrar 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
August 3 








» 









Ha%/ail 



Senate 



Stanley I, Hara 

Chairman^ Senate Education Connnittee 
August 23 

House of Representatives 
Akira Sakima 

Chairman, House Education Committee 
August 23 



Idaho 



Senate 

John M. Barker 

Chairman, Senate Health, Education and Welfare Committee 
August 10 

House of Representatives 
Ernest Allen 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
August 10 



Illinois 



Senate 



Esther Saperstein 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
July 28 

House of Representatives 
Carl W. Soderstrom 

Chairman, House Education Committee 
(cuid Subcommittees on Elementaury and 
Secondaury Education) 

July 29 



Indlama 



Senate 



? * 




No Respondent 



Indiana (Continued) 



House of Representatives 
Joseph D. Cloud 

Chairman, House Education Committee 
August 6 



Iowa 



Senate 



Charlene Conklin 

Chairman, Senate Committee on Schools 
July 27 

House of Representatives 
Charles Grass ley 

Chairman, House Committee on Schools 
August 17 



Kansas 



Senate 



Joseph C. Harder 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
(and School Fineuice Subcommittee) 
July 28 

House of Representatives 
Raymond C. Vaughn 

Chairman, House Education Committee 
August 26 



Kentucky 



Senate 



Clyde Middleton 

Vice Chairman, Joint Interim Committee on Education 
September 16 

House of Representatives 
Brooks Hinkle 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
August 13 



Louisiana 



Senate j 

Olaf J. Fink 

Chairman, Senate Health, Education and Welfare Committee 
August 5 

House of Representatives 

H. Lawrence Gibbs, Jr. 

Chairman, House Education Committ(je 
August 23 



Maine 



Senate 



Bennett D. Katz 

Chairman, Joint Legislative Committee on Education 
August 12 

House of Representatives 
H. Sawin Millett, Jr. 

Chairman, Joint Legislative Committee on Education 
August 11 



MarylcUid 



Senate 

George Snyder 

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee 
August 24 

House o: Delegates 
John Hanson Briscoe 

Chairman, House of Delegates Ways and Means Committee 
September 1 



Mas 8 achuse t ts 



Senate 



Mary L. Fonseca 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 18 



m 



Mas sachusetts (Continued) 



House of Representatives 
Michael J. Daly 

Chairman^ Joint Committee on Education 
August 17 



Michigan 



Senate 



Gilbert Burs ley 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 5 

House of Representatives 
Lucille H. McCollough 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
August 13 



Minnesota 



Senate 



Harold G. Krieger 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 24 

House of Representatives 
Harvey B. Sathre 

ChainMm, House E^lucation Committee 
August 23 



Mississippi 



Senate 

Jack N. Tucker 

Chairman, Senate Committee on Education 
August 26 

House of Representatives 
Milton Case 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
Augxist 25 




Missouri 



Senate 



Nelson B. Tinnin 
Chairman, Senate 
August 13 



Education Committee 



Hniise of Representatives^ 



p. Wayne Goode 
Chairmein, House 
August 12 



Education Committee 



Montana 



Senate 



Robert S. 
Chairman, 
August 6 



Cotton 

Senate Education Committee 



nmnr Rt^presentatives 



i31iam S. Warfield 

hairman. House Education Committee 
iiaiist 3 



Nebraska 



Senate (Unicameral) 



Donald A. 
Chairman , 

July 28 



Elrod 

Education Committee 



Nevada 



Senate 



Procter R« Hug 
Chairman, Senate 
July 27 



Education Committee 



Assembly 



Grover 
Chairman, 
July 28 



^'^^^sMJbly Education Committee 






O • tl • • 



New Hampshire 



Senate 



Robert English 

Chairmauif Senate Education Committee 
August 13 

House of Representatives 
Ray Bowles 

Chairman/ House Education Committee 
August 20 



New Jersey 



Senate 



Wayne Dumont/ Jr. 

Temporary Chairmein/ Senate Education Committee and 

member of Permeinent Commission on State School Finance 
July 26 

General Assembly 
John H. Ewing 

Chairmcui/ Assembly Education Coirimittee 
July 21 



New Mexico 



Senate 



Aubrey Dunn 

Chairmeui/ Senate Education Committee 
August 12 

House of Representatives 
Jose Chavez 

Chairm? •/ House Education Committee 
July 27 



New York 



Senate 



Thonuis Laveme 

Chairnuu!/ Senate Standing CommittA#^ on Education 
August 4 



> « 



m 



New York (Continued) 



i 

h 

I 

'i 



{ Assembly 

j Constcmce E. Cook 

I Chairnicui, Assembly Committee on Education 

I August 19 

North Carolina 

Senate 
Ralph Scott 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 17 

House of Representatives 
C. Grciham Tcirt 

Chairmcui, House Education Committee 
August 13 

North Dcikota 

Senate 

Donald C. Holand 

Chairmcm, Senate Education Committee 
August 2 

House of Representatives 
Kenneth Knudson 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
August 10 



Ohio 



Senate 

Oakley C. Collins 

Chadrman, Senate Education and Health Committee 
August 3 

House of Representatives 
John A. Galbraith 

Chairman, Education Subcommittee of House Finance Committee 
August 5 



Oklcihoma 



Senate 

George A. Miller 

Chairmcin, Senate Committee on Common Education 
August 13 

House of Representatives 
lionnie L. Abbott 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
August 12 



Oregon 



Senate 

Victor Atiyeh 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 16 

House of Representatives 
Anthony Meeker 

Chairmein, House Committee on Health, Education and Welfare 
August 16 



Pennsylvania 



Senate 



Jeannette F. Reibman 

Chaarmcin, Senate Education Committee and Governor's Commission 
on School Finance 
July 26 



House of Representatives 

James J. A. Gallagher 

Qiairman, House Education Committee 

July 29 



Rhode Island 




Senate 

Thomas N. Wilson 

Chadnnan, Senate Committee on Health, Education and Welfare 
September 21 




Rhode Isleuid (Continued) 



House of Representatives 
Joseph P. Thibaudeau 

Chciinnan, House Committee on Health, Education and Welfare 
August 11 



South Carolina 



Senate 

James P. Mozingo 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
September 10 

House of Representatives 
Hcurold Breazeade 

Chcdrman, House Education Committee 
August 18 



South Dakota 



Senate 



Henry A. Poppen 

Chairmaui, Senate Education Committee 
August 2 

Hotise of Representatives 
Oscar E. Huber 

Chairman, House Committee on Education 
July 30 



Tennessee 



Senate 

Halbert Harvill 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 13 

House of Representatives 
James H. Cummings 

Chairman, House Education Committee 
August 27 










Texas 



Senate 
Oscar Mauzy 

Chairman, Senate Education Conmlttee 
August 23 

House of Representatives 
Charlie Jungmlchel 

Chairman, Mouse Committee on Education 
August 16 



Utah 



Senate 



Wilmer L. Barnett 

Chalxmcin, Senate Education Committee 
August 19 

House of Representatives 
John E. Smith 

Chcilrroan, Standing Committee on Education 
August 3 



Vermont 



Senate 

EllexY R. Purdy 

Chcilrman, Senate Education Committee 
August 9 

House of Representatives 
Henry H. Carse 

Chairman , House Education Committee 
September 1 



I 

I 

I 




Virginia 



Senate 



Edward E. Willey 

Ranking Member of Se:iate Committee on Pxiblic Institutions and Education 
August 31 




Virginia (Continued) 



House of Representatives 
W. Roy Smith 

Vice-Ch 2 dxnnan, House Committee on Education 
September 1 



Washington 



Senate 



Pete Francis 

Chairman, Senate Education Committee 
August 12 

House of Representatives 
Dale Hoggins 

Chainncin, House Education Committee 
August 12 



West Virginia 



Senate 



Mario J. Paluodso 

Chairman, Senate Education Conmittee 
July 29 

House of Delegates 
James W. Lohr 

Chairman, House Education Cotnnittee 
August 9 



Wisconsin 



Senate 

Raymond F. Heinzen 

Chairman, Senate Consnittee on Education 
Jiily 28 

Assembly 

Manny S. Brown 

State Assembly Committee on Education 
July 27 




I 



Wyoming 



Senate 



I 

i 

\ 

{ 



r 




L. Don Northrup 

Chairman, Senate Health, Education and Welfare Committee 
August 6 

House of Representatives 
Allen E. Can?>bell 

Chairman, House Comnittee on Headth, Education and Welfare 
August 2 



I 
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Opinion Survey of State Legislature Education Conaalttee Chairmen 



APPENDIX C 



INTERVIEW GUIDE 



(Note: Material in the IvA'erview Guide denoted by asterisks indicates 

instructions to interviewers and was not conveyed to respondents.) 






Interviewer's checklist : 



Before the interview; 

1. Count the pages. You should have; 

a. Title page 

b. Appointment information Form 

c. Introduction page 

d. Pages 2“ 23, plus page 7.1. There should be 
printing on the back of pages 6 and 17. 

e. Eight "Cards" 



f. A table for use with Card #6. ( ) 

2 . Make sure you have a marking pen for the respondent 

to use on Card #1 and a red pen for your recording. ( ) 

3. Enter information on the Appointment information form 

as given by telephone call. ( ) 

4. Enter name of state in Q. 7, p. 3. ( ) 

5. Enter three percentages from table in back of question- 
naire into Card #6,p.l3. () 

6. Enter same figures in Card # 6 in back of questionnaire . C ) 

7. Enter state's name (possessive case, e.g., 'Maine's") 

in Q. 40, p. 15. ( ) 

8. Do the same for Q. 41, p. 15. ( ) 

9. Place all 8 Cards in pocket of 3-ring binder, install 

questionnaire into binder. ( ) 



10, If state is Alabama, Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, 

New Mexico, or North Carolina, cross out 

Q. 19.2 on p . 7.1 
Q. 20.2 on p. 8 

Q. 21 on p . 8 ( ) 

11. If state is not one of those mentioned, cross out 

Q. 19.1 on p . 7.1 

Q. 20.1 on p , 8 ( ) 

12. Insure you have, on your person, copies of guarantee 

of anonymity and interviewer identification letter. ( ) 

13, Remove and discard this checklist when complete. ( ) 
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President’s Commission 

on 

School Finance 



A Survey o£' State Legistative Chairmen 




F. Reid Cretch, Project Director 

Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, New Jersey 08540 
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Nane of Intarvlavar: 



NaM of Reapondeot: 



Appointment Inforaatlon 

Address: — — 

City, State: 

Day, Date, Tine: . 

Respondent's phone Mo.: ( ) ** 



__,1971 at 



Respondent Information 

Leglatatlve House Membership: 

Conmdttee Respondent Chairs: — - — 

Respondent's Legislative District is: Urban ( ) 

Std>utban ( ) 

Rural ( ) 



P* 



Co™»^ttee Responsibilities 

Eleswntary and Secondavy Education: — — 

Higher Education: Teaching Training: 

Other: 

State Institutions: 

Adult and Vocational: 

Non—educatlonal Asslgnmenta: — 

State Data (Not for Interviewer use) 

Public Sdwol Enrollment: Grades “ 12; pupils In 19 

Dtstvlbutlon of Enrollment: Urban 2 

Suburban T 

Rural 2 

100 X 

No. of School DlstHcts in State: 

Trotible: Call F. Reid Creech (609) - 921-9000, ext. 2960 (office) 

or (609) - 737-0511 (home) 

Tape recorders are attached to the telephones. If I am not 
available, please give your name, your current location, the 
date and time of your call, a number where you may be reached, 
and then give a ststmary of the problem. 




• INTRODUCTION: Need not be followed exactly, but all 

• pertinent Information should be mentioned to respondent. 

• 

• Introduce and identify yourself and then say: 



The President's Commission on School Finance has 
contracted with Educational Testing Service to conduct a series 
of interviews with state legislators who are knowledgeable in 
education and school finance. 

I will be asking you a number of questions, largely 
concerning your opinions about the finances of primary and 
secondary education in your state. 

The President's Commission has authorited ETS to guarantee 
the anonymity of our respondents, and we will not deliver any 
individual's data to the Commission. Only summaries will be 
released. 

The questions will cover several broad areas Md you may 
find that you do not know some of the answers, or that you 
have no opinion on certain issues. This is to be expected, 
especially since the same interview is being used in all 
firty states. 



I 

f 



[•Say to the Respondent] My first questions have to do with 
state revenues. Later I will ask you about local sources. 

1. Based on present programs and levels of 

support, do you believe your state revenue 
is adequate to meet the needs of elementary 
and secondary education for today? and 
will be adequate in the future? 



adequate for today 
adequate in the future 



Yes 


No 


DK 


FT 


r) 


O 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 



I Hand CARD #1 and marking pen to Respondent, then say: 



This card lists various possible sources of state revenue; 
although your state's budget may be somewhat differently 
categorized, you can probably find most of your state's 
revenue sources listed one way or another on this card. 



2. Would you please mark in coltom A each of the listed 
sources of state taxes that is now a major source of 
revenue in your state? 



I Walt until he Is done, then say: 




3. From which two of these sources which you have just named 
do you believe education receives the most benefit? 

Please mark your answers in column B. 



* Walt until he Is done before going on. 

I If respondent Indicates his Is a General Fund state. 



check here 



f and say to respondent: 



( ) 



Then there is no need to make any entries in column B, 

4. Do you feel that any of the sources marked in column A 
should not be a state tax? If so, please mark them in 
column 



I Walt until he Is done, then say: 

5. In addition to the sources you named in colunm A, are 
there any other sources which you feel sho uld be taxea 
at the state level but currently are not? if so, please 
indicate them in column 



er|c 
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««« 



Walt until he Is done, then say: 



6. Now, please look et the first »«** "Y""! "lilie iE« 
marked in column A, Do you feel or 

this source should be increased, should be Recreated, or 

should not be changed? Mark an 

decrease in colunn F, or a "no change’ in column 6. 



i Check to insure respondent does It correctxy. Then say: 



Good. Now, please do the same for each of the other 
state sources you narked in -colunn A. 



Wait until he Is finished, retrieve CARD #1, and check It over 
before preceding. 






[•name the state J 

the present state revenue system for education? 



DK( ) 



[• If YES3 What are they? 

I Probe for names and/or descriptions of the legislation. 



8. Now 1 would like to turn to local sources of revenue 
in your state . 

I Hand CARD #2 to respondent. Then say; 




123 



This card lists soire local sources of revenue. Some of 
them may not be taxed at the local level in your state. 
Of those which are taxed at the local level, which of 
them would you say are most important to education, 
that is , which of them provide at least 101 of the 
locally-developed revenues for education? 



I RECORD answers In column (a) below, then ask: 



CARD n 


(•) 

Now Taxed 


Local Sources of Revenue 


Income 


( ) 


Personal Income 


Business/Industry Income 


( ) 


Sale? 


( ) 


Property 


( ) 
( ) 
( ) 


kesldehtal ;aon*>farm 
Business property 
Farm property 


Any other sources? Please specify 


( ) 



9. Are there sources of local revenue which are now taxed, 
ones that you feel either should" hot be taxed or should 
be taxed at a different rate? 

Tesi ) NoC ) 

C* If YES, probe for source, direction of rate 
change or "'should not be taxed. "3 
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m ) 



Source Rate Should Be Shouxd not 

Increased Decreased be taxed _ 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) CD 

( ) ( ) CD 



Do you feel there are sources of local revenue which are not 
now taxed which you feel should be taxed? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 



[*If YES, probe for sources] 



10.[*If Respondent did not mention local property tax In Q. 9] 

Your answers to the previous questions did not include 
local property tax. Do you feel that local property tax 
relief is needed in your state? 



Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 



11. [*If local property tax relief was cited In Q. 9 or Q. 10] 

How strongly do you agree or disagree that the local 
property tax relief should be financed... 





Strongly Mildly 
Agree Agree 


No 

Opinion 


Mildly 

Disagree 


Strongly 

Disagree 


...by other local taxes? 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


...by additional state 

assistance? 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


1 ) 


...by additional federal 
assistance? 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


.. .by . cutting back on 

education programs? 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 
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457-206 0-72 -9 



12 . 



How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

"Localities should increase their efforts to raise 
more revenue." 



JJStrongly agree ( ) 

JMildly agree C ) 

JNo Opinion ( ) 

JMildly disagree ( ) 

{Strongly disagree ( ) 



13. Do you feel that local property tax assessment procedures 
are equitable throughout your state? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 



14. [*If NO] Can you describe the inequities? 



Probe Tor: who is hardest hit: Farmers? Professionals? 

Semi-skilled? Businessmen? 

where he is aggregated: City? Town? Suburb? Rural 

In what sense is it inequitable for him? 



15. [<• If Q. 13 is no] Du believe a uriform state-wide 

property tax would help cure any of the inequities? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 

That finishes our questions concerning taxation at the 
local level in your state. 

J Hand Card if3 to the respondent . 

Now I would like to consider some federal alternatives. 

On Card #3 are the kinds of federal assistance to 
education . 




126 



« 

¥ 

¥ 

¥ 

¥ 

« 

H 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

# 

II 

II 

II 

II 

u 

II 

II 

II 

II 

# 

u 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

K 

H 

II 

f/ 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

H 

II 

¥ 

¥ 

¥ 



INFORMATION FOR THE INTERVIEWER 
CARD H3 DEFINITIONS 



S pecial Revenue Sharing for Education ; 

A legislative proposal of President Nixon, currently 
pending before the Congress > that would consolidate 
over 80 existing categorical programs of federal aid 
to education into 5 classes . The funds would be 
distributed to states according to formula, without 
matching requirements or detailed application 
procedures • The states would have limited authority 
to transfer funds between the 5 classes. 



Categorical Programs ; 

Federal grants to states and/or localities for 
support in specific areas of national concern, often 
narrowly defined in terms of program scope, target 
populations, and qualifications for receiving grants, 
and generally requiring detailed application 
procedures . 



General Aid to Education ; 

Federal grants to the states for the support of 
education, without further specification as to use. 



ITEM 17 DEFINITIONS 



General Revenue Sharing ; 

The distribution of federal funds to states according 
to formula, for state and local use, without federal 
restrictions on their use. 

Federal Financing of Welfare ; 

A federal takeover of welfare payments currently operated 
by the states. State funds for welfare may thereby be 
redistributed by the state into non-welfare budgets. 




16. If your state were to receive a predetermined amount 
of money from the federal government and if you 
could elect which program the educational money 
was to come from, which program would you select? 

S Only one program Is allowed. 

If that program could not be used, what would be your 
second choice? 



C A R D #3 

Typo of Federal Assistance Order of Preference 

(!■ most prefei*red) 

Special Revenue Sharing 

for Education ( ) 

Categorical Programs of 

national concern and emphasis ( ) 

General aid to Education ( ) 



17.1 General Revenue Sharing is a federal legislative proposal 
currently being discussed as potentially favorably affecting 
state finance. In this program federal funds would be 
distributed to states according to formula, for state and 
local use, without federal restrictions on their use. 

Would you tend to favor or oppose such a program? 

Favor ( ) 

Oppose ( ) 

No Opinion ( ) 

17.2 Another federal proposal being discussed concerns a 
Federal Financing of Welfare. In this program the state’s 
responsibility for welfare activities would be taken over 
by the federal government. This should have the effect 
of releasing state funds now used in welfare for 
redistribution by the state into other activities. 



redistribution by the state into other activities 
Would you tend to favor or oppose such a program? 

Favor 



( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
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Favor 
Oppose 
No Opinion 



18 



X 



If your state were to receive new revenues from a 

General Revenue Sharing progr^, 

these new funds would likely be used for 

educational expenditures? Would you say, almost jJJ ° 

them!'' or "abobt half of them," or"very little of them.' 

or "none of them?" 



Almost all 
About half 
Very little 
None 
DK 



( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 



Same as from state ( ) 



18.2 If state funds were released as a result of 
Financing of Welfare, what proportion of ^5®. 
available money would likely be used for additional 
educational expenditures? Would you say almost all of it 
or "about half of it," or "very little of it, or 
"none of it?" 



Almost all ( ) 
About half ( ) 
Very little ( J 
None C J 
DK 



Same as from state ( ) 



19.1 How strongly do you favor or disfavor 

full state financing of education which exists in your 



state? 



[•Substantially full » 75Jt“100^3 



Strongly favor ( ) 
Mildly favor ( ) 
No Opinion ( ) 
Mildly disfavor ( ) 
Strongly disfavor ( ) 



19.2 How strongly would you favor or disfavor the idea of 
substantially full... that is, 75 to 100%... state 
financing of education in your state? 

Strongly favor ( ) 

Mildly favor ( ) 

No Opinion ( ) 

Mildly disfavor ( ) 

Strongly disfavor ( ) 
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20.1 



Do you think that substantially full state financing 
of education has improved the equalization of any of 
the following factors in .your state? Has it improved 
the equalization of... 



.Tax effort? 

.Educational opportunity? 
.Expenditures per pupil? 
.Availability of special programs? 



Yes 


No 


DK 


ri 


FT 


TT 


( 


) 


( D 


( ) 


( 


) 


( ) 


( ) 


( 


) 


( ) 


( ) 



20.2 Do you think that substantially full state financing 
of education would improve the equalization of any of 
the following factors in your state? Would it improve 
the equalization of... 



Yes No DK 

.. .Tax effort? fT TT "TT 

...Educational opportunity? ( ) ( ) ( ) 

...Expenditures per pupil? (, ) ( ) ( ) 

...Availability of special programs? ( ) ( ) ( ) 



2l»How difficult do you believe it would bq to obtain 

substantially full state financing in your state? 



It already exists ( ) 
Very difficult ( ) 
Relatively difficult ( ) 
No Opinion ( ) 
Relatively easy ; ( ) 
Very easy ( ) 



22. Regardless of where the funds come from, how much do 
you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements : 

Decisions relating to must be retained 

at the local levels 



^‘List 


Strongly Mildly 
Agree Agree 


No Mildly 

Opinion Disagree 


strongly 

Disagree 


Teacher qualifications 


C ) 


n 


C ) 


C ) 


( ) 


Miring and firing of 
teachers 


C ) 


C) 


C ) 


C ) 


( ) 


Pupil “tO“teacher ratios 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


Salary schedules 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( } 


Curriculiun 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


Facilities 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 



lan 




V 

t 

f. 

t 

I, 
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S Give Card to the Respondent 

Various states have various target areas and focus their 
state school aid toward one or more factors. 

2S. On which of the factors on Card #4 is your state 
focusing its state school aid plans? 

5 HECORD on Card #4 below. 



Focus of State School Aid 


Present 

Focus 


Should be 
Increased 


Should be 
Decreased 


No Change 


On school district enrol- 
lments or . attendance 




( ) 


( 3 


( 3 


( 3 


On differences in costs 
of educatin>> pi;pils: 












from low income families 




( 3 


( 3 


( 3 


( 3 


with low achievement scores 


( 3 


( 3 


( 3 


( 3 


from minority groups 




(3 


( 3 


( 3 


( 3 


On all pupils, private and/or 
public 


( 3 


( 3 


C 3 


( 3 



24. If you have any dissatisfaction with the present focus, 
which of these factors should be increased and which 
should be decreased? 

* 

* 

* Record on Card #4 above. 



25. In your opinion does distribution of your state's school 
aid favor».. 

-Urban districts ( ) 

. . .Suburban districts ( ) 

...Rural Districts ( ) 

Don't Know ( ) 
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Now let me jeturn briefly to the question of state financing 

I of education, 

Give Card #5 to Respondent 

26. It is possible that local control and initiative would 
be interfered with or inhibited by substantially full 
state funding of education. For which of the items 
listed on Card fS would this be true in your state? 

2 Record the first column of answers 

It is also possible that substantially full state funding 
of education would, in the long run, provide for a high 
quality of education. Again, referring to the items 
on Card IS, for your state, which of them would bo aided 
by state funding of education? 



Record second column of answers 



CARD IS 


Inhibited 


Aided 


1 . Teacher qualifications 


— 


“rr 


2. Hiring and firing of 
teachers 


C ) 


( ) 


3, Pupil-teacher ratios 


( ) 


( ) 


4. Salary schedules 


( ) 


( ) 


5. Curriculum 


( ) 


( ) 


6 , Selection of principals 


( ) 


(0 


7, Selection of superinten- 
dents 


( ) 


f ) 
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27. The fiscal powers of local school districts vary within 

different states. Will you please tell me approximately 
how many of the school boards in your state : 

(a) independently levy taxes? Would you say 

"almost all" of them, "some" of them, or "none" of them 
independently levy taxes? 

* 

^ RECORD below and then ask (b) 

(b) about how many depend on a unit of general 
government for levy? 

* 

Repeat headings: RECORD below. Do the same for (c) 

(c) and how many depend on a special levy authority? 



Method of Levy 

Independently levy taxes 
Depend on a unit of general govern 
ment for levy 

Depend on a special levy authority 
Other (spec if y)_ 



Number of Local School Boards 



Almost 

All 


Some 


None 


DK 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


F) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


C ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 



^ If Q 27 positive on"lndependently levy taxes", ask 28. 

28. Approximately how many school districts have state - 
imposed rate limits on the local school tax? 



Almost all 


( 


) 


Some 


( 


) 


None 


( 


) 


DK 


( 


j 



Approximately how many school districts have state imposed 
limits on the percent of increase in rates on the local 
school tax? 



Almost all ( ) 

Some ( ) 

None ( ) 

DK ( ) 

Approximately how many school districts have state imposed 
automatic referenda on the local school tax? 



Almost all ( ) 
Some ( ) 
None ( ) 
DK ( ) 
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Approximately how many school districts have state imposed 
referendum by petition on the local school tax? 



Almost all ( ) 
Some ( ) 
None ( ) 
DK ( ) 



29, What are your personal feelings about the financial 
structures of school boards? How strongly do you 
agree or disagree that school boards should be... 



Strongly 

Agree 


Mildly 

Agree 


No Mildly 

Opinion Disagree 


Strongly 

Disagree 


Financially independent ( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


Dependent on a local unit 

of general government ( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


Financed by the state ( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


C ) 


( ) 


Elected rather than appointed ( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


Other : 










( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 



30. In many states, teacher's salaries and working conditions 

are established by professional negotiations or collective 
bargaining between teachers and local school boards, and 
the practice seems to be growing. It has been suggested 
that teacher's salaries be established on the state 
level. 



(a) V/ould this be desirable in your state? 

(b) Would it be difficult to establish 
teachers' salaries at the state level? 

(c) Would it ease the financial burden of 
education on the local districts? 

(d) Would equally qualified and experienced 
teachers receive equal salaries 
regardless of where they teach? 



Yes 


No 


DK 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 


( ) 
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31. C’*Tf NO to Q. 30 (cJ)] Your negative answer suggests that 
your state would need differentials in teacher's salary 
schedules in order to recognire differences in the various 
districts in your state. What are the important differences 
that would have to be recognized in your state? 



*Cost of living ( ) 

*Living conditions ( ) 

^Differences in willing- 
ness of local districts 
to pay (. ) 



•Working conditions ( ) 

•Districts with 

teacher shortages ( ) 

Other ; ( ) 



33. In the main, do you tend to be favorably or unfavorably 
disposed towards teacher tenure? 

Favorable ( ) 

Unfavorable ( ) 

34. If negotiations are used to establish salaries and working 
conditions, should they also include the issue of teacher 
tenure? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 

35. To what extent do you agree or disagree that l ocal control 
in your state is . . . 



...educationally desirable? Strongly agree ( ) 

Mildly agree ( ) 

No Opinion ( ) 

Mildly Disagree ( ) 

Strongly Disagree ( ) 

...politically necessary? Strongly agree ( ) 

Mildly agree ( ) 

No Opinion ( ) 

Mildly Disagree ( ) 

Strongly Disagree ( ) 



•Hand CARD ifS to Respondent 



36. This card shows the percentages of educational funds for 
your state which come from federal, state, and local sources, 
as published by the Office of Education for 1969-70 . If 
you had your way, what would you rather have the percentages be? 



CARD # 6 

Source % 

Local 


.Share 


Would Prefer 


State 


Federal 


TOTALS 


100% 


100% 
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37 . 






I 

I 





How much do you agree or disagree that both local and 
state boards of education should reflect the ethnic and 
socio-economic populations in your state? 



Strongly agree ( ) 

Mildly agree ( ) 

No opinion ( ) 

Mildly Disagree ( ) 



Strongly Disagree ( ) 

38, Districts within the states vary by size. Some find the 
districting in the state too large or too small for 
different reasons. 



Do you feel that your state contains some districts 
that are so large that administration of school districts 
is difficult or impossible? 



Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 

[*If YES] Which of the following do you feel is the best 
way to improve the situation? 

Reorganize into smaller districts ( ) 

Decentralize within current legal districts ( ) 

Other ( ) 

39. Do you feel that your state contains some districts that 
are too small to operate effectively? 

^ Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 

* If YES, hand CARD # 7 to Respondent. Then ask 



Which of the following do you feel would be the best 
way to improve the situation? 



CARD #7 



Reorganize into larger districts 
Heavy state finance 
Mul t i - district support services 
Htate -provided support services 



( ) 
( ) 
( ,) 
( ) 



Other : 



( ) 
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40 . 



Who do you feel is the most influential individual with 

regard to change in [*Name of state] 

school programs right now? 



Name ; 

Position : 

41. What group do you feel is the most influential with 

regard to change in [*Name of state] 

school programs right now? 

Group Name: 

Group position or function: 



[aprobe for Respondent's understanding 
C of Performance Contracting : Have 

C you worked with Performance Contracting? 

C Have you had much exposure to Performance 
C Contracting? What kind of luck has your 
C state had with Performance Contracting? 



Very knowledgeable ( ) 



Somewhat ( ) 

Little ( ) 

None ( ) 



1|2. your opinion, what effect do you believe the use of 

performance contracting Would have on student achievement? 



Increases it 


C 


) 


Decreases it 


C 


) 


No effect 


C 


) 


DK 


( 


) 


do you believe the 
have on per-pupil 


use of 
costs? 


Increases costs 


( 


) 


Decreases costs 


C 


) 


No effect 


( 


) 


DK 


( 


) 



In your opinion, do you think oerformanco contracting 
provides a basis for accountability? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) 1)K f ) 
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43. Educati onal voucher plans are plans by which parents are 
g iven publ i c funds to spend on their children's education 
in schools of their choice. 



In your opinion, what effect do you believe education 
vouchers would have on... 



...educational innovation? 


Beneficial 




) 




Harmful 


( 


) 




None 


( 


) 




DK 


( 


) 


. . .per-student costs? 


Increase costs 


( 


) 


Decrease costs 


( 


) 




No effect 


( 


) 




DK 


( 


) 


...non-public schools? 


Beneficial 


( 


) 


Harmful 


( 


) 




None 


( 


) 




DK 


( 


) 


. . .public schools? 


Beneficial 


( 


) 


Harmful 


( 


) 




None 


( 


) 




DK 


( 


) 


...racial and ethnic separation 


in the schools? 


Increase it 


C 


] 


Decrease it 


( 


) 




No effect 


( 


) 




DK 


( 


.) 



44. How strongly do you agree or disagree that teachers 
from an ethnic minority are more effective in teaching 
that particular minority's pupils than are teachers 
from the majority group? 



Strongly agree 
Mildly agree 
No opinion 
Mildly disagree 
Strongly disagree 



( ) 
( ) 
-( ) 
( ) 
( ) 



Reserve judgement ( ) 



Now I would like to ask you a few questions about school 
programs for disadvantaged pupils. 



By a disadvantaged pupil I mean one who is educationally 
deprived or who has a low learning achievement. This 
may have arisen from a low- income family background, 
an ethnic minority, or from the use of a primary language 
other than English. By a disadvantaged pupil, I do ^ 
mean one who is either mentally retarded or physically 
handicapped. 138 




A. 







45. 


Do you feel that adequate school programs 


for the 


disadvantaged 




pupil requires . . . 


Yes 


No 


DK 




...higher expenditures per pupil? 


rr 


rr 


rr 


46. 


...special teaching techniques? 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


47. 


. . .both disadvantaged and other pupils 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 




in the same classroom? 



^Qualifiers? 



48. Apart from the things we have just mentioned, what do 
you think the requirements are for an adequate program 
for disadvantaged pupils? 



Do you think that programs for the 


disadvantaged 


are 




inhibited in your state by... 


Yes 


No 


DK 


... a lack of funds? 


TT 


rr 


rr 


...a shortage of qualified personnel? C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


...unfavorable political or social 


climates? ( ) 


C ) 


C ) 



50., Tn your opinion, is it the fundamental problem that we 
do not know how to teach the disadvantaged? 

Yes C ) No C ) DK ( ) 

51. Considering these factors: financial limitations, 

lack o£ qualified personnel, 
social or political climate, and 
the state of the art in teaching, 
do any particular programs come to your mind as being especially 
affected by these things? 



Yes ( ) No C ) DK C ) 

[«If YES] Which programs do you feel were affected? 
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52. In your opinion would pupil achievement and educational 
effectiveness be increased by lowering the age for formal, 
tax-supported education? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 

[•if YES] To what age do you feel it should be lowered? 

Lower to years. 

53. Most states require their pupils to attend school until 
they reach a certain age or a certain grade. 

What is the nature of compulsory attendance in your state? 

Age : 

Grade : 



Many students who are compelled to attend school are 
dissatisfied with compulsory attendance. Suppose your state 
were to develop a plan for changing or abolishing compulsory 
attendance . 

* 

•Hand CARD if 8 to Respondent 

A 

On this card is a list of program options which might be considered. 
Please take a couple of minutes now to read them over. 

* 

* Walt until Respondent has finished, then say 

* 

Assuming that the decision is yours, I would like you to go back 
through the list and select one option from each part — one from 
Part A, one from Fart B, and so on. 



Comments: 



Part A 
Part B 
I'ni’L C 



I’arL n 



•if necessary, probe for the number of the options. 



How difficult or easy would you make it for a student 
to come back to high school if he had withdrawn prior 
to graduation? 



Very difficult ( ) 

Mildly difficult ( ) 

No opinion ( ) 

Mildly easy 1 ) 

Very easy C ) 
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In your program, who would be the responsible authority 
fSr^anoEIng a ^upil to withdraw from school prior to 
graduation? 



S the pupil 
J a teacher 
S a group of teachers 
the principal 

5 the superintendent 

S the school board 
S a state agency 
t the parents 
* 



C ) 
C ) 
C ) 
C ) 
C ) 
C ) 
C ) 
C ) 



other : 



( ) 



What should be done with th' "’'^/"'reasonabU 

your program prior to graduation? What is 

approach? 










54 . 



Compared to other "Industriea 
Spends more, about the same, 
research and developroent? 



would you aay that education 
or leaa of its resources in 



More 

About the san\e 

Less 

DK 



C ) 
C ) 
C ) 
C ) 



55 , 



Should educational res 
in your state? 



earch and development be increased 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 



[*ir YES] How difficult do you 
the support of educational rese 
your stbete? 



think it would be to increase 
arch and development in 



Difficult C ] 
Easy C ] 
DK C ) 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

"A school-aged child is entitled to state suppor t of his 
education, regardless of the school He attends . 



Strongly agree ( ) 
Mildly agree ( ) 
No opinion ( ) 
Mildly disagree ( ) 
Strongly disagree ( ) 



How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

"Parents who wish to provide a private (non-public) school 
education for their children should not expect the taxpayers 
to contribute." 



Strongly agree ( ) 
Mildly agree ( ) 
No opinion ( ) 
Mildly disagree ( ) 
Strongly disagree ( ) 



How .strongly do you agree or disagree with this .st.itenient: 

"Whether or not non-public schools should receive public funds should 
be determined locally." 

Strongly agree ( )' 

Mildly agree ( 0 

No opinion ( ) 

Mildly disagree ( ) 

Stronigly disagree ( ) 



How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

^ "Open enrollment should be a condition for public 
support of non-public schools." 



Strongly agree ( ) 

Mildly agree ( ) 

No opinion ( ) 

Mildly disagree ( ) 



Strongly disagree ( ) 

/ 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 



"If the non-public schools close down because of financial 
difficulties the burden upon the taxpayers will be greater 
since the public schools will have to absorb these children. 
Therefore, it is better to provide funds directly to 
non-public schools." 



Strongly agree ( ) 

Mildly agree ( ) 

No opinion ( ) 

Mildly disagree ( ) 

Strongly disagree ( ) 



How strongly do you agree or disagree with this statement: 

"Rather than provide funds for non-public schools the states 
should be ready to assist any public school faced with 
sharply increased enrollments resulting from non-public 
school closings." 



Strongly agree ( ) 

Mildly agree ( ) 

No opinion ( ) 

Mildly disagree ( ) 

Strongly disagree ( ) 




143 




62 . 



Rapidly rising costs of education, bearing heavily upon 
the taxpayers, have created a demand to know where the 
education tax dollar goes and what it buys ; a term 
has become associated with this demand- -accountability- - 
which has several current interpretations. 

What does accountability mean to you? 

Businesslike management practices 
Good student achievement 
Adequate learning opportunities 
Faculty sets good example for students 
Well educated and experienced faculty 
Active principal and superintendent 
Good student behavior 
Other: 

A. ( ) 

B. ( ) 

[*Probe for what Respondent feels to be the (not more than) 
[ two most important aspects of accountability. 

Do you believe that pupil achievement tests are adequate 
measures of learning in reading and mathematics? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 

Do you believe that pupil achievement tests are adequate 
measures of learning in the other subjects? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 



( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 



64. [«if yes to either part of previous Q. 63] 

Do you believe that proper management of educational 
programs requires pupil achievement testing? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) DK ( ) 

[*If YES] In your opinion, should such tests be 
administered on a state-wide basis, or on u school-district 
basis? 



Statewide basis ( ) 

School -district basis ( ) 
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65. When pupil achievement tests are used, do you believe 

the test results in your state should be compared against 



...Nationwide performance results? 
...Statewide performance results? 
...Local performance results? 

. . .Performance results for the 

applicable socioeconomic group? 

Would it be preferable to have the test 
results in >our state compared against 
a defined body of knowledge and skills 
rather than against test performance 
results? 



Yes 


No 


DK 


FT 


FT 


n 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 


C ) 



Yes 


No 


DK 


FT 


FT 


F7 



66. In your state, what ways can you think of to improve 

the efficiency of education? That is , to provide equal 
or better education for the same or less money? 



I Probe GENTLY for 4 responses . 



None ( ) 



I Thank the respondent and close the interview. 



145 




CARD # 1: REVENUES AT STATE LEVEL 
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13 . OtherCplease specify) 



CARD §2 



LOCAL SOURCES OF REVENUE 

Income 

PERSONAL INCOME 

business/industry income 

SALES 

Property 

RESIDENTIAL NON-FARM 
BUSINESS PROPERTY 
FARM PROPERTY 

Any OTHER Sources? (Please Specify) 




1:^- , v:- 







CARD #3 



TYPE OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 



Special Revenue Sharing for Education 
A LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL OF PRESIDENT N I XON / CURRENTLY 
PENDING BEFORE THE CONGRESS/ THAT WOULD CONSOLIDATE 
OVER 80 EXISTING CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS OF FEDERAL AID 
TO EDUCATION INTO 5 CLASSES. ThE FUNDS WOULD BE DISTRIB- 
UTED TO STATES/ ACCORDING TO FORMULA/ WITHOUT MATCHING 
REQUIREMENTS OR DETAILED APPLICATION PROCEDURES. 

The states would have limited authroity to transfer 

FUNDS BETWEEN THE 5 CLASSES. 

Categorical Programs of National Concern and Emphasis 
Federal grants to states and/or localities for support 

IN SPECIFIC AREAS OF NATIONAL CONCERN/ OFTEN NARROWLY 
DEFINED IN TERMS OF PROGRAM SCOPE/ TARGET POPULATIONS/ 

AND QUALIFICATIONS FOR RECEIVING GRANTS/ AND GENERALLY 
REQUIRING DETAILED APPLICATION PROCEDURES. 

General Aid to Education 
Federal GRANTS JO the states for the support of 
EDUCATION/ WITHOUT further SPECIFICATION AS TO USE. 




^ •V.'S.VAVIwaMCM 



CARD m 



Focus OF State Aid 



On school district enroll- 
ments OR ATTENDANCE 

On differences in costs of educating pupils 
FROM LOW income FALIMIES 
WITH LOW ACHIEVEMENT SCORES 
FROM MINORITY GROUPS 

On all pupils, private and/or 

PUBLIC 



1 . Teacher quali f i cations 

2. Hiring and firing of teachers 

3. Pupil-teacher ratios 

4. Salary SCHEDULES 

5. Curriculum 

6. Selection of principals 

7. Selection OF SUPERINTENDENTS 



CARD #6 



Source % Share 


Would Prefer 


LOCAL 




STATE 




FEDERAL 

TOTALS 100 % 


100 % 



TOTALS 



100? 



l"' 



1 



C A p P #7 



Reorganize into larger districts 

HeAVV' STATE FINANCE 

Multi -DISTRICT SUPPORT SERVICES 

I State-provided support services 

I Other (Please specify) 









] 







TNUmwvOKOMI 



cr.«oma6«(sam 



R*fsr^ 






CARD #8 



PART A: AGE AND GRADE ATTENDANCE REQUIREMENTS 

Please select one . 

1. Do not change current age or grade requirements. 

2. Reduce age and/or grade requirements. 

3. Eliminate age and/or grade requirements. 



PART B: CHANGES IN EDUCATIONAL OFFERINGS 

Please select one . 

1. Do not change current educational offerings. 

2. Provide large numbers of pragmatic courses in high school. 

3. Provide special skills training centers apart from high 
school. 



PART C: CHANGES IN TIME REQUIRED FOR GRADUATION 

Please select one. 



1. Do not change current time requirements for graduation. 

2. Permit students to graduate early by accelerating their 
coursework.* 

3. Permit students to graduate later by allowing them to elect 
one year off before completing high school (Sabbatical system) . 



PART D; CONDITIONS FOR VJITHDRAWING FROM SCHOOL PRIOR TO GRADUATION 
Please select one . 

1. Students may withdraw at their request. 

2. Students' may withdraw when a judgment is made that they 
will not benefit from additional schooling. 

3. Students may withdraw upon special authorization. 



For example, by attending school 12-months of the year as in a 
4-quarter system, or by applyirig college credits to high school 
requirements, or by getting credit for courses through special 
"challenge" examinations, ate. // 
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ZXi^>er /A' c^/ej> jif‘6 f oAf 

labtc 0J.~r^tirr3tcJ revenue jnd nonrcveouc roctipt^ of puMic dcmcni.iiy and secondary schoo*i, 
by source and Stale; 19C9 70 

tAniountS m t)ioi‘V)no> i^donjrsl 



WehTi^L STATS 



LOCAL 



Suit 



{ Toul j 
I revenue and I 
noni avenue | 
receipts I 



L- 



federal I 



Toi«l 



Amount 



Rcveokie rccop's 



Peri 
ol^jl 



Steie 



Pen mt 
ol^ M 



Locsi eno other 



Amount 



Per. 
of^ bl 



Nonievcpu r 
receipts 



1 


2 


1 ^ 


i 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


United States 


$42,097,457 


J $38,475,921 


1 

1 $2,544,553 


6.6 


$15,645.3CC 


40.7 


$20,285,992 


i 52.7 


1 $3,581,536 


Aiabinsi’ 


418.8C1 


] 4W.801 


{ 59,144 


14.5 


257.717 


63.0 


i 92.000 I 


1 22.5 


10.000 


Alaska 


116.605 


88,1)3 


22,659 


25.7 


38.483 


43.7 


: 2C.9S4 


30.6 


28.4S3 


Ari.'Oni 


375.9CG 


1 34 7.263 


30.22C 


8.7 


1C5.127 


47.5 


j 151,C30 


1 43.7 


28,633 


Arkansas 


272,247 


1 24 7,247 


42,164 


17.1 


112,384 


45.5 


1 92.699 i 


i 37.5 


1 25,000 


California 


4.830.000 


! 4.430.000 

I 


■230.000 


‘5.2 


1,550.000 


35.0 


{ 2,650.000 


’ 59.8 

1 


1 400.000 


Cc.lorado 


438,700 


4 18.700 


26.900 


6.4 


106.000 


! 25.3 


! 285.8CO j 


; 68.3 


1 

; 20.000 


Connecticut 


685,2CK) 


635.200 


23.700 


3.7 


210.0C0 


33.1 


1 401.500 1 


I 63.2 


1 50,000 


Odavsarc . . .* 


152,005 


124.W5 


9.405 


7.6 


87.900 


7C.C 


! 27,200 ; 


; 21.8 


i 27,500 


0-strict ol Cotuinbia^i-^ 


20C.000 


20C.00O 


62300 


30.2 


I 




j 143.700 i 


i 69.8 


1 


rior.da 


1.088.672 


1.077.3:7 


98.435 


9.1 


603.727 


5C.5 


370.185 j 


34.4 


; 11,325 

1 


Georoia 


692,789 


642.769 


68,157 


10.6 


1 

J 377,510 


58.7 


1 1 
197,065 i 


30.7 


1 50,000 


Massaii 


171.200 


\ 171,200 


15.500 


9.1 


149.000 


87.0 


6.700 


f19 


1 ° 


Idaho^ 


127,100 


1 ns,jw 


9,100 


7.7 


51.090 


43.2 


58.000 j 


49.1 


1 9.000 




2,552.913 


2.315.718 


116,^152 


5.0 


79 7,649 


34.4 


1,401.217 j 


60.5 


j 237,195 


Indiana . . . 


1,150.700 


! 1,030,100 

1 


41.600 


4.1 


360.000 


34 9 


1 C28.300 ; 


61.0 1 


1 120.GC0 


Iowa* 


604,258 


j 55-: .258 


22,100 




167.000 


30.1 


1 365,153 


65.9 ! 


' 50.000 


Kansas 


516.743 


j 449.811 ■ 


; 32.057 


1 


117.404 


2G.1 


j 300.350 


66.8 1 


1 66.932 


Kentucky 


496.700 


1 446,700 ! 


i 51,700 


I 13.8 


! 235,000 


P2.6 


150.000 . 


33.6 


50.000 


Louisiana 


649,570 


I 5G9.570 ] 


1 61,680 


1 10.8 


331.890 


58.3 


176.000 


30.9 i 


i 60,000 


htainc’ 


195,000 


J 175.000 j 

1 


9,400 


5.4 


76,5C0 


44.9 


87,100 j 


49.8 


1 20,000 


MaiyUrsd 


965.872 


1 855.781 1 


1 54.693 


6.4 


300.901 


35.2 


! 

500.1 C2 . 


58.4 


110.091 


MassKhusetts 


1.086,700 


j 993.400 1 


1 60.000 


6.0 


200.000 


20.0 


733.490 ' 


74.0 ! 


! 83,300 


Michlsin 


1,947,703 


l,70'»i03 I 


67.000 


3.9 


770,000 


45.1 


870.70S ; 


51.0 1 


240.000 


r.tinnesota 


951,000 


8<:,::o ] 


1 45.C0C' 


5.4 


365.0C0 


, 43.4 


! 431.000 - 


51.2 1 


120.000 


MissHsipp/ 


324,000 


314,000 ; 
1 


69,C00 

1 1 


22.0 


162,000 


51.6 1 


1 83.000 


,S.4 i 


10.000 




793.323 


1 

1 741.373 1 


: 1 

46,351 1 


! 6.3 


255,972 


SI .5 i 


I 439.000 ; 


59.2 1 


57,000 


Montana^ 


157.500 


! 145,500 1 


8.500 j 


i 5.8 


45.000 


I 30.9 j 


1 92.000 ; 


63.2 ; 


I2,0fX) 




1 £ 1 PO 


I *1 ; 




U.*T j 




*«.« j 








Nevada 


109,300 I 


10*>300 ? 


C.2C0 


6.0 1 


1 40.500 


33.2 


56.600 ; 


£4.8 : 


5,000 




! 125.939 ' 


I 11.' !3S 1 

i 


4.670 


4.2 1 

1 


1 9,4'JO 

1 ' 


8.5 ! 


1 6C.068 j 


87.2 


15.800 


Nesy jersey 


1,623.000 


1 

1,503.000 ! 


64.000 


1 

4.3 j 


420.000 


20.5 


! 

' 1.010.000 t 


1 

67.2 I 


120,000 




211,708 1 


1 204.314 I 


28.650 


14.0 


128.174 


C2.7 


I <7.51 1 


23.3 


7.364 


New York 


5,035.000 I 


i 4.550.0C0 j 


160.000 


3.5 


2.071,000 


45.4 


2,329.000 ‘ 


51 1 ; 


•175.000 


North Carolina 


843,705 1 


I 605.705 I 


87,146 i 


10.8 


571.559 


70.9 ] 


147.C00 1 


18.2 i 


38,COO 


fiorih Dakota 


110,900 1 

1 


104.900 j 


7,400 j 


7.1 


28,500 


27.2 1 


69.000 ! 
) 


65.8 1 


6,0C0 


Ohio 


2.013.100 


1,773,100 ; 


83.000 j 


4.7 


560.000 


31. C 1 


1,130.100 1 


1 

63.7 \ 


240.000 


Oidahama 


3C1.934 


349.934 . 


35.C00 


10.0 


142,934 


40.8 1 


172.000 J 


49.2 1 


12,000 


Oiejon . . , ■ 


512.500 


4 70.500 i 


27.500 ! 


5.8 


97,000 


20.6 • 


34C.OCO • 


73.5 ; 


42.000 


Ptnniylvania 


2,316.768 


2.21 4. ?u8 i 


127.C21 


5.8 


1.033.3G9 


4G.9 1 


1.O47.2G0 ‘ 


47.3 ! 


101.000 


Rhode Island 


1GS.674 1 

i 


148.674 1 


114)09 


6.1 


51,259 


34.5 1 


85,446 : 


57.5 j 


20,000 


Sauth Carolina 


1 

416,274 I 


G97.774 1 


52.774 


13.3 


245,000 


1 

61.6 


1 

100.000 i 


25.1 ! 


18,5C0 


Sauih Dakota 


116,500 1 


10G.500 i 


12. COO 


11.3 


14,500 


13.6 


80,000 ' 


75.1 1 


10.000 


Tr.'nneiscc 


566.400 1 


521.400 j 


54 .000 


10.4 


257.000 


49.3 


210.400 ! 


40.4 j 


45.000 


Texas’* 


2.072.200 


1.812.200 j 


1C5.50D 


9.2 


775.000 


42.8 


870.700 ; 


43.0 


210.000 


Otjh 


225,545 


217,123 


12.C50 


5.5 


111.615 


51 4 


93.453 ! 


43.0 


8.423 


Vcrniont 


81.895 


73.CG5 


2.432 




21.040 


2C.C 


1 

50,193 ‘ 


I 

C8.1 j 


8.230 


Vt'qlnJo 


875.000 


C7O.0C0 


75.0CO 


9.1 


3C0.090 


3G.C I 


445,000 


£4.3 


75.000 


*’* Uhinyton 


770.PVO 


CC0.270 } 


40.270 


5.9 


400.COC 


508 1 


240.000 * 


35.3 


90.000 


A'.st Virginia 


265.0C0 


279.000 1 


34.500 


12.4 


134,500 


<8.2 j 


iio,coo ; 


39.4 


6,000 


1 ** •.consin 


9G3.135 


875.235 1 


23.231 


3.2 


2CC.932 


29.4 


590.0C9 


67.4 ! 


87,850 


***romlrigl i' ; . . . . 


. 76,700 


72.700 1 


1C.200 


22.3 


18.500 1 


: 25.4 


38,000 1 


52.3 1 


4.0CO 



:itj*jck-s FocVrjl t;ij'^t programs to Statu* ai d local tyitoin.. inciudir.y .rd to 
**d*rjl!v inj;iir:i;d arc.i», jchool lunc;> j*id jo.lk, Notiorul Uetrnv.' Cdacjlion 

• n. M^npu//cr DiNvlopm-.*ni ard Training Act. vt<aticna* edv*:a*iOf'. Eco* 

•* tmic opportunity Act, Elcni(.'nta*y arid S.xondury Ecucation A;i, I’tr. C.SCA 
**>?r.v.n liivc s'M’»oHy Ixcn vu*rna;j*d o*t d*itiC'Poli.d .co;h t*nh*r‘.diturc : 

• n s #t a IrN^ii lUriliir ic ojt'.a/s in the prtvioMS v'J'tr. 

• .<ud-'$ fcvcrui'? r?Ci'i()t; frotr icc.'i’ ond in:*.tin»'d'at'! lOuicri. a-.d tuit.cn 

.'rf,;n jyatro'ii. 

•*4- rrcHph iitulnri.* somj! sccurti^ arij rctiiomcnt Irr ;♦*! 

•*r;jtini:a! a'lCr'C'CS Jt.d iri;i.tt#tiO*il. 

'‘‘•rtiaiodt/y N*A Rciu.iith OJvmun 

• *f';rj! inventM* icaipn inrK.c*.’ Tcd-.Mi *»{H'*0{«i.-»;ion5 loi c.«j»«rjl cuiljy. civil 

• Caj>itt>I Pj.y: /fclijw, ar.d otn*:f fed' »•>!!> J'liiC* d prov.rmi. 



Includes Slate apfjrojinaiion for jr.-a vocational scho ols and junior colic ^'.niot 
the fc>poi.sib'litv ol la:at school d stnet^. 

'^Includes special Svfu7^i:.r*.pria tiers of S2t.SOO.COO to change fiscal year of 
school districts. 

*Cvclud'*i Stale’s shore pi liMCh'rr re tin ;mvnt and social security. 

*^t«clutl*.'\ r‘;vCf»o*.'s ICif J'*p--’.»* 3 irtins. 

**^tmiud's in rid^tral revtou** S-9.CC0.000 in p»l royal nci vuhich are api»o(iriatt'd 
by III*' State lor srnoots and could llp.ruh/ bn cortsidcred Sl.itc 

lurdi. 

NOTE Dccansc of lO Jfdini. iKrcenis m.'-v not add to tOO.O. 

SOUItCr. f<j|»un«l C(l.itJtu;ii Assot'i.di'in. n***A*jri.l. Oivi>ion, R'-sceCh Rr.pori 

lOGD filS. tiuufju-i of Srjf.jfic;. tOoO /Q. iCupyiKtht O 1909 h/ tli«* ' 

N..t.on.il t ff«u.a:ir«it As'.ui'MtMi*'. All rights iosr?rv*’d.) 
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OPINION SURVEY OF STATE LEGISLATURE EDUCATION COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN 



APPENDIX D 



LIST OF SPECIAL TABULATIONS 



The computer program Is to be exercised on each of several different 
subsets of the data file. Specifications of these subsets follow the 
keypunch code numbers of States given now: 



Subset 1: All Senators 

Subset 2: All non-Senators 

Subset 3: All Education Committee Chairmen 

Subset 4: All Chairmen of other Committees 

' ' ■ i 

Subset 5: All respondents representing urban areas | 



1. Alabama 

2 . Alaska 

3. Arizona 

4. Arkansas 

5. California 

6 . Colorado 

7. Connecticut 

8. Delaware 

9. Florida 

10. Georgia 

11. Hawaii 

12 . Idaho 

13. Illinois 

14 . Indiana 

15 . Iowa 

16. Kansas 

17 . Kentucky 

18. Louisiana 

19. mne 

20. Maryland 

21. /^ssachusetts 

22. Michigan 

23. Minnesota 

24. Mississippi 

25. ‘ Missouri 



26. Montana 

27. Nebraska 

28. Nevada 

29 . New Hampshire 

30. New Jersey 

31. New Mexico 

32 . New York 

33. North Carolina 

34. North Dakota 

35. Ohio 

36. Oklahoma 

37. Oregon 

38. Pennsylvania 

39. Rhode Island 

40. South Carolina 

41. South Dakota 

42. Tennessee 

43. Texas 

44. Utah 

45. Vermont 

46. Virginia 

47. Washington (State) 

48. West Virginia 

49. Wisconsin 

50 . Wyoming 



Subset 6: All respondents representing suburban areas 
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Subset 


7: 


All respondents representing rural areas 




Subset 


8: 


All respondents having non-Educational Assignments 




Subset 


9: 


All respondents who indicate local property tax relief 
Is needed 


Subset 


10: 


All respondents who do not Indlcatva local property 
is needed (all records not Included under Subset 9) 


tax 


Subset 


11: 


All respondents who are judged "very knowledgeable" 
performance contracting 


about 


Subset 


12: 


All respondents who are judged to have little or no 
ledge of performance contracting 


know- 



Subset 13: The 10 States having greatest level. of State financing of 

education. These States are: 



1. 


Alabama 


17. 


Kentucky 


8. 


Delaware 


18. 


Louisiana 


9. 


Florida 


31. 


New Mexico 


10. 


Georgia 


40. 


South Carolina 


11. 


Hawaii 


47. 


Washington 



Subset 14: The 10 States having lowest level of State financing of 

education. These States are: 



6. 


Colorado 


30. 


New Jersey 


16. 


Kansas 


34. 


North Dakota 


21. 


Massachusetts 


37. 


Oregon 


27. 


Nebraska 


41. 


South Dakota 


29. 


New Hampsnire 


50. 


Wyoming 



Subset 15: The 10 States having the greatest level of local financing 

of education. Thesa States are: 



6. 


Colorado 


30. 


New Jersey 


16. 


Kansas 


37. 


Oregon 


21. 


Massachusetts 


41. 


South Dakota 


27. 


Nebraska 


45. 


Vermont 


29. 


New Hampshire 


49. 


Wisconsin 



Subset i6: The 10 States having the lowest level of local financing 

of educatloii.- These States are: 






1. 


Alabama 


18. 


Louisiana 


2. 


Alaska , - 


24; 


Mississippi 


8. 


Delaware 


31. 


New Mexico 


10. 


Georgia 


33. 


North Carolina 


11. 


Hawaii; 


40. 


South Carolina 
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Subset 17: 



The 15 States having less than 5% of enrollment in nonpublic 
schools. These States are: 



Subset 18: 



Subset 19: 



Subset 20: 



Subset 21: 




1. 


Alabama 


36. 


Oklahoma 


2. 


Alaska 


40. 


South Carolina 


4. 


Arkansas 


42. 


Tennessee 


10. 


Georgia 


43. 


Texas 


12. 


Idaho 


44. 


Utah 


24. 


Mississippi 


48. 


West Virginia 


28. 

33. 


Nevada 

North Carolina 


50. 


Wyoming 


The 15 


States having 5%, but 


less 


than 10%, of enrollment In 


nonpublic schools. These States are: 


3. 


Arizona 


26. 


Montana 


5. 


California 


31. 


New Mexico 


6. 


Colorado 


34. 


North Dakota 


9. 


Florida 


37. 


Oregon 


14. 


Indiana 


41. 


South Dakota 


16. 


Kansas 


46. 


Virginia 


17. 

19, 


Kentucky 

Maine 


47. 


Washington 


The 11 


States having 10%, but 


less 


than 15%, of enrollment 


In nonpublic schools. These 


States are: 


8. 


Delaware 


23. 


Minnesota 


11. 


Hawaii 


25. 


Missouri 


15. 


Iowa 


27. 


- Nebraska 


18. 


Louisiana 


35. 


Ohio 


20. 


Maryland 


45. 


Veraont 


22. 


Michigan 




. ■ r , ■ . . 


The 9 States having 15% or more of 
schools. These States are: 


enrollment In nonpublic 


7. 


Connecticut 


32. 


New York 


13. 


Illinois 


38. 


Pennsylvania 


21. 


Massachusetts 


59. 


Rhode Island 


29. 

30. 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 


49. 


Wisconsin 


The 8 States having less than 


50% of population living in 


Incorporated areas of 2,500 or more people. These States 


are: 






■ '■ 'v. 


V 2. 


Alaska 


40. 


■ South: Carolina 


il 24. 


Mississippi 


41. 


South Dakota 


Vv^:33. 


North. Carolina : 


45. 


Veraont ' ' •> '-..ilC 


i; ..34.: 


North Dakota 


40. 


West Virginia ' • 



r 
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Subset 22: The 21 States having 50%, but less than 70%, of population 

living In Incorporated areas of 2,500 or more people. These 
States are: 



1. 


Alabama 


26. 


Montana 


4. 


Arkansas 


27. 


Nebraska 


10. 


Georgia 


29. 


New Hampshire 


12. 


Idaho 


31. 


New Mexico 


14. 


Indiana 


36. 


Oklahoma 


15. 


Iowa 


37. 


Oregon 


16. 


Kansas 


42. 


Tennessee 


17. 


Kentucky 


46. 


Virginia 


18. 


Louisiana 


49. 


Wisconsin 


19. 

23. 


Maine 

Minnesota 


50. 


Wyoming 



Subset 23: The 21 States having 70% or more of population living In 

Incorporated areas of 2,500 or more people. These States 
are: . 



3. 


Arizona 


25. 


Missouri 


5. 


California 


28. 


Nevada 


6. 


Colorado, 


30. 


New Jersey 


7. 


Connecticut 


32. 


New York 


8. 


Delaware 


35. 


Ohio 


9. 


Florida ^ 


38. 


Pennsylvania 


11. 


Hawaii 


39. 


Rhode Island 


13. 


Illinois 


43; 


Texas 


20. 


Maryland 


44. 


Utah 


21. 


Massachusetts 


47. 


Washington 


22. 


Michigan 







Subset 24: The respondents who favor General Revenue Sharing 

Subset 25: The respondents who oppose General. Revenue Sharing 

Subset 26: The respondents who favor Federal Financing of Welfare 

Subset 27: The respondents who oppose Federal Financing of Welfare ^ 

Subset 28: The respondents who strongly favor substantially full-State 
financing of education 

Subset 29:: The respondents who strongly disfavor substantially full-State 

:V financing ■ of ^ education 

Subset 30: The respondents who Indicate some of their > State* s school 

boards Independently levy taxes ^ M 

Subset 31: : The respondents : who indicate, teacher s^^^ should be 

es tab llshed . at the State level . 








er|c 
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Subset 32: The respondents who are in favor of teacher tenure 

Subset 33: The respondents who are opposed to teacher tenure 

Subset 34: The respondents who feel some school districts are too 

large to be properly administered 

Subset 35: The respondents who feel some districts are too small 

to operate effectively 

Subset 36: The respondents who feel programs for the disadvantaged 

are inhibited in their States by a lack of funds 

Subset 37: Respondents who would like to lower the age for tax-supported 

education 

Subset 38: Respondents who would like to change current age/grade require- 

ments for compulsory attendance 

Subfiret'-J9: Respondents who would not like to change current age/grade 

requirements for compulsory attendance 

Subset 40: Respondents who agree that a child is entitled to State support 

of education regardless of the school he attends 

Subset 41: Respondents who are opposed to State support of education regard- 

less of the school the child attends 

Subset 42: Respondents who believe achievement tests in reading and mathe- 

matics are suitable 

Subset 43: Respondents who believe achievement tests in other subjects are 

suitable 

Subset 44: Respondents who believe achievement tests are necessary for 

management 
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